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 The Individual with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has mandates that students with 
disabilities have access to the general education classroom to the maximum extent possible. 
Students with disabilities are increasing placed within the general education classroom for more 
of their school day. General education teachers, in turn, have been tasked with an increase in 
responsibilities to meet the variant needs of their students. The research concludes the 
importance of collaborative practices between general education and special education teachers 
and the need for professional development for educators to build the necessary skills to educate 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
  
 This quantitative study provides school districts and school leaders with a better 
understanding of teacher reported responsibilities and collaboration efforts and challenges in 
educating students with disabilities. Moreover, the study can provide guidance for professional 
development for general education teachers educating students with disabilities. Finally, the 
study provides considerations for content specific areas of future learnings for general education 
teachers. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
For over 40 years general education classrooms throughout the United States have grown 
in demographic diversity, specifically with an increasing number of students receiving special 
education services (Murawski, Nussli, & Oh, 2017). Federal mandates (IDEA, 2004) require 
students with disabilities to be educated in the least restrictive environment to the maximum 
extent possible, which often means the general education setting for the majority of the school 
day (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017; Hicks-Monroe 2011; Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 
2012). Now, more than ever, students with disabilities are spending the majority of their school 
day in the general education setting with their nondisabled peers (Jones, 2012; Olson et al., 
2016). According to the U.S. Department of Education (2019), in the fall of 2017 the majority of 
students with disabilities (81.7%) spent 40% or more time in the general education setting (U.S. 
Department of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). Similarly, 
accountability mandates (NCLB, 2001) require students with disabilities to participate in state 
standardized accountability tests, leading to the need for access to the same standards-based 
curriculum as their nondisabled peers (Eisenman et al., 2011; Shepherd et al., 2016). 
 To educate all students, including those with disabilities, Hoppey and McLeskey (2013) 
believe educators must be equipped with a magnitude of skills. The growing diversity is forcing 
schools to reevaluate their current practices, support collegial collaboration, and provide 
professional development opportunities for educators to harness new skills to educate the wide 
range of students in today’s classrooms (Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013). 
 This quantitative study was designed to examine general education teachers’ primary 
responsibilities, collaborative practices with special education teachers, and professional 




This quantitative study surveyed general education teachers on their primary responsibilities, the 
current collaborative practices with special education teachers utilized to problem solve for 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom, and their professional development 
needs to further educate students with disabilities in the general education setting.  
Statement of the Problem 
 Although there is research to support a need for collaboration and continued professional 
development (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013), limited research 
examines general education teachers’ reported responsibilities, current collaborative practices 
with special education teachers, and professional development needs to educate students with 
disabilities in the general education setting. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of the study was to examine general education teachers’ responsibilities and 
current collaborative practices. The study also sought to determine the professional development 
needs of general education teachers to further educate students with disabilities in the general 
education setting in select Minnesota schools.  
Conceptual Framework 
 This study is grounded in multiple foundational ideas; moral equity (Dewey, 1976), 
presuming competence (Biklen & Burke, 2006; Danforth & Naraian, 2015), and the defining 
characteristics of collaboration. This framework was chosen for this study to align with the 
philosophical view of inclusion (DeSimone, Maldonado, & Rodriguez, 2013; Friend & Pope, 
2005; Rea, Mclaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002).  
 John Dewey (1976) described the elimination of ranking among students as moral equity. 




standards” (Dewey, 1976, p. 299). Through this lens, all students are viewed individually and 
should not be compared with one another. According to Dewey (1976) all students exhibit 
differences, however; none of those differences are better or worse or preferred over the other 
regardless of a student’s categorical disability. Students are not viewed as superior or inferior to 
one another (Dewey, 1976). According to DeSimone et al. (2013) in an inclusive school model, 
all students are valued and welcomed into the general education setting. Using moral equity, 
teachers move away from categorical bias to approach all students with and without disabilities 
with presumed competence (Biklen & Burke, 2006). Biklen and Burke (2006) suggest to 
presume competence is to understand all individuals are capable of making advancements in 
their academic progress. By presuming competence (Biklen & Burke, 2006; Danforth & Naraian, 
2015) teachers accept students’ ability to learn. Teachers “accept students for who they are” and 
build upon each student’s individual character to guide them instructionally (Danforth & 
Naraian, 2015, p. 76). Moral equity and presuming competence lay the foundation for educators 
to approach the inclusive classroom.  
The foundation of this study emphasizes collaboration to be more than simply working 
together. This study aligns with the definition of collaboration of Friend and Cook (2017): 
Interpersonal collaboration is a style for direct interaction between at least to coequal  
parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common  
goal (p. 5). 
 
Friend and Bursuck (2015) identify key components which set collaboration apart from 
other forms of cooperative work: “Collaboration is voluntary, based on parity, requires a shared 
goal, includes shared responsibility for key decisions, includes shared accountability for 




requires equal partnership between all parties. Smith and Leonard (2005) developed a framework 
for understanding the requirement of this partnership to general education teachers, special 
education teachers, and administration to accept “mutually supportive behaviors” (Smith & 
Leonard, 2005, p. 270) for collaboration to effectively support students in the inclusive general 
education setting. 
Figure 1 











Assumptions of the Study 
 Throughout the process of this study, it is assumed that: 
• Participants respond to survey questions honestly. 







 Delimitations are parameters which are controlled by the researcher (Roberts, 2010). The 
following delimitations existed throughout the study: 
• Participating school districts were located in Minnesota.  
• Electronic survey was shared with district administration to be distributed to 
general education teachers. 
• Participants were general education teachers who educate students with 
disabilities in their general education classroom. 
Research Questions 
The research questions are intended to determine which collaborative practices teachers 
are using to educate students in the inclusive general education setting and further needs of 
teachers as they continue to work collaboratively.  
1. What are the reported primary responsibilities for educating students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education classroom reported by select general education teachers? 
2. Which collaborative practices are general education teachers reportedly using to 
collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities? 
3. Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report 
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom?  
Definitions of Terms 
 The following terms are used throughout the study and literature. To provide clarification 




 Students with disabilities: According to the United States Department of Education, a 
student with a disability is “a child with intellectual disabilities, hearing impairments (including 
deafness), speech or language impairments, visual impairments (including blindness), serious 
emotional disturbance, orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury, other health 
impairments, or specific learning disabilities; and who by reason thereof needs special education 
and related services” (IDEA, 2004). 
Inclusion: Students with disabilities receiving their academic instruction within the 
general education setting alongside their nondisabled peers (Idol, 2006). “…a belief system. It is 
the understanding that all students—those who are academically gifted, those who are average 
learners, and those who struggle to learn for any reason—should be fully welcomed members of 
their school communities and that all professionals in a school share responsibility for their 
learning” (Friend & Pope, 2005, p. 57).  
General education teacher: Teacher licensed to teach general education or a specific 
content area e.g. mathematics, science, communication/language arts, and social studies.   
 Special education teacher: Teacher licensed to teach students identified as having a 
disability under the Individuals with Disabilities Educational Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004) 
(Smith et al., 2004).   
 General education classroom: The mainstream classroom where students receive 
instruction from the general education teacher (Agran et al., 2002). 
General education curriculum: Standards based curriculum and Research-based 
instruction provided to students without disabilities (IDEA, 2004; Agran et al., 2002). 
 Special education: “…specifically designed instruction, at no cost to the parents, to meet 




 Secondary schools: “any school with building, equipment, courses of study, class 
schedules, enrollment of pupils ordinarily in grades 7 through 12 or any portion thereof, and 
staff meeting the standards established by the commissioner of education” (Office of the Revisor 
of Statutes, 2020). 
 Co-teaching: a “service delivery option” where one general education teacher and one 
special education teacher teach within one classroom supporting students with and without 
disabilities (Friend & Bursuck, 2015, p. 81).  
 Resource rooms: Resource rooms provide students with direct special education services 
from the special education teacher in a separate setting from the general education classroom 
(Idol, 1993). In the resource room model, special education students are removed from the 
general education classroom for periods of time throughout the day to receive individual services 
in accordance with their IEP goals (Idol, 1993). 
 Self-contained classrooms: Education setting designated to provide instruction for only 
students with disabilities for a duration of time throughout the school day (Idol, 1993). 
 Modifications: Changes being made to content instruction (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003). 
 Accommodations: Adaptations to the way in which a student receives or produces the 
content being learned within the classroom (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003).  
 Mainstreaming: When students are included in the general education setting for part of 
the school day (Hocutt, 1996). 
 Response to Intervention (RtI): “RtI is a three-tiered problem-solving model designed to 




intensive instruction than what they experience in the general education classroom” (Sullivan & 
Castro-Villarreal, 2013, p. 182). 
 Least restrictive environment (LRE): A placement “where students with disabilities 
receive special education services and experience the greatest success toward progress” (Jiménez 
et al., 2007, p. 42). 
 Full-inclusion: Every student, “regardless of the severity of the disability, be included 
full time in the general education setting” (Hicks-Monroe, 2011, p. 64). 
 Collaboration: Two or more individuals jointly working toward a common purpose with 
shared responsibilities, decision making, and accountability in order to support students for 
academic success (Da Fonte & Barton-Arwood, 2017; Friend & Cook, 1992; Hines, 2008). 
 Individualized Education Plan (IEP): A guide for educators to plan instructional 
supports and accommodations, assessment procedures, and educational goals for students with 
disabilities (Culverhouse, 1998). 
 Collaborative consultation: An indirect service delivery model where the special 
education teacher acts as a consult to the general education teacher (Idol, 2006). Collaborative 
consultation is a support for students needing specialized services while maintaining inclusion in 
the general education setting (Idol, 1993). 
 Team teaching: A collaborative teaching practice with the general education teacher and 
special education teacher working collaboratively for a portion of the day to educate students in 
the general education classroom (Smith et al., 2004). 
 Professional development: “… a comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to 
improving teachers’ and principals’ effectiveness in raising student achievement” (Hirsch, 2009, 





 The study is presented in five chapters. Chapter one provided an overview of the problem 
of the study and the purpose of this study regarding general education teachers’ responsibilities, 
collaboration, and professional development needs to service students with disabilities in the 
inclusive general education setting. Chapter two will review the relevant literature of inclusion 
and the including of students with disabilities in the general education setting, the collaborative 
practices between general and special education, and professional development for teacher 
learning. Chapter two is organized into five major themes: 




• Professional Development 
Chapter three presents the study methodology including the research design, participants, 
data collection, and the data analysis. Chapter four presents the findings from the study and 
Chapter five summarized the findings from the study and presents several suggestions for the 









Chapter II: Review of Relevant Literature 
 The nature of today’s classrooms is a reflection of the diversifying society (Shepherd et 
al., 2016). Educators were once able to work successfully in isolation and provide instruction of 
their content to the homogenous groups in the classroom (Hirsh, 2009; Sutton & Shouse, 2016). 
Currently, educators are tasked with the changing student demographic and must work in 
conjunction with other educators to plan, problem solve, and differentiate instruction for all 
students, including students with disabilities included in the general education setting (Shepherd 
et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2004). According to the U.S. Department of Education (2019), in the 
fall of 2017 the majority of students with disabilities (81.7%) were spending 40% or more time 
in the general education setting (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational 
Statistics, 2019). 
 Over the last 45 years, federal legislation (IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2001) has promoted the 
inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education classroom (Bicehouse & Faieta, 
2017). Mandated access to the general education curriculum and setting has prompted schools to 
reevaluate placement options for students with disabilities (Eisenman et al., 2011) and the 
collaborative practices educators utilize to educate students with a varying needs (Agran et al., 
2002; Eisenman et al., 2011). Subsequently, professional development is needed to ensure 
general education teachers are equipped with instructional practices to meet the needs of their 
students (Griffin et al., 2017; Shady et al., 2013; Waldron & McLeskey, 2010).  
Historical Overview of Inclusion 
For decades, young people with disabilities were not warranted access to public 
education, instead institutionalized and isolated from their same age peers (Bicehouse & Faieta, 




specialized education in isolated settings around the country and the vast majority of individuals 
with disabilities were excluded from receiving any form of formal education (Bicehouse & 
Faieta, 2017).  
In the latter half of the 20th century, during the Civil Rights Movement, disability 
advocates began lobbying for federal legislation and protections for students with disabilities 
(Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). According to Bicehouse and Faieta (2017) the supreme court ruling 
on Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka desegregated schools racially. Conversely, the case 
did little for the segregation of students with disabilities (Kirby, 2017).  21 years later, in 1975,  
the federal government mandated Public Law 94-142, to provide students with disabilities access 
to public education nation-wide (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). Under Public Law 94-142, the 
Education for All Handicapped Children (EAHCA), all public schools receiving federal funding 
were mandated to provide students with disabilities a “free and appropriate education” 
(Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017, p. 33). Along with access to public education, students with 
disabilities were granted “individualized programming, parental participation in decision making 
process, nondiscriminatory identification and evaluation, instruction in the least restrictive 
environment…” (LRE), and fair due process (Jiménez et al., 2007, p. 41). According to Kirby 
(2017) Public Law 94-142 was designed to provide students with disabilities individual services 
and educational supports to learn alongside their peers.  
The EAHCA granted students with disabilities access to the public education setting and 
least restrictive environment (LRE) for the first time (Swain et al., 2012). The LRE granted 
students with disabilities the right to an education in a setting most similar to the setting of 
students without disabilities (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). According to Swain et al. (2012) the LRE 




curriculum and instruction for students with disabilities across schools and districts (Swain et al., 
2012). EAHCA defined the LRE as a placement “where students with disabilities receive special 
education services and experience the greatest success toward progress” (Jiménez et al., 2007, p. 
42).  
Following the initial legislation, PL 94-142 was reauthorized as the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1997 (Jiménez et al., 2007; Patterson, 2005; Swain et al., 
2012). The reauthorization was a result of research suggesting students with disabilities 
experience higher achievement when educated within the general education classroom (Jiménez 
et al., 2007). The reauthorized IDEA (1997) lobbied for students to gain more access to the 
general education curriculum (Kirby, 2017). According to Kirby (2017) IDEA (1997) warrants 
the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education setting, to prepare all 
students for an inclusive future outside of academia. Though the intent of IDEA (1997) was to 
increase general education access, districts and schools were to interpret the extent to which 
students with disabilities were included in the general education classroom (Swain et al., 2012).  
 IDEA was once again reauthorized in 2004 with added components regarding access to 
the general education curriculum and the identification process to qualify students for special 
education services (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). Under IDEA (2004), students have “a continuum 
of placement options” prioritizing the general education setting above other placements such as 
separate classrooms, resource rooms, or institutional settings (Hicks-Monroe, 2011, p. 63). The 
legislative requirements have forced schools to reevaluate their delivery models and the 
placement where students with disabilities are serviced (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017; Hicks-
Monroe, 2011; Hocutt, 1996) and the law favors placement within the general education setting 




education setting when considering placement options for students. Research concludes greater 
success when students with disabilities are educated using the general education curriculum 
within the context of the general education classroom to the maximum extent possible (Jiménez 
et al., 2007; Patterson, 2005; IDEA, US Department of Education, 2004). Patterson (2005) 
stressed the maximum extent possible means students should not be removed from the general 
education setting unless the “severity of their disabilities are such that they cannot receive 
appropriate education in the general education classroom…” (p. 65). Similarly, Swain et al. 
(2012) support the argument that modifications and adaptations should be made to instruction if 
students are unable to meet the general education requirements before considering removing the 
student from the setting.  
In addition, the reauthorized IDEA (2004) included changes to the special education 
identification process. Prior to IDEA (2004), students were identified using a “discrepancy 
formula” (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017, p. 42). According to Sullivan and Castro-Villarreal (2013) 
the discrepancy formula is unreliable, leads to late interventions, and lacks components for 
further educational planning for students (Sullivan & Castro-Villarreal, 2013). With IDEA 
(2004), practitioners are encouraged to use Response-to-Intervention (RtI), a “tiered approach” 
to intervene with students within the general education setting (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017, p. 42). 
“RtI is a three-tiered problem-solving model designed to identify students at risk for academic 
failure and/or behavioral difficulties in need of more intensive instruction…” (Sullivan & Castro-
Villarreal, 2013, p. 182). RtI is designed use data informed decision making and research-based 
interventions for all students and subsequently decrease the amount of referrals for special 




The change in identification requires schools to adjust their current practices, blurring the 
lines between general education and special education (Murawski & Hughes, 2009). According 
to Sullivan and Castro-Villarreal (2013) in an RtI model, students are not removed from the 
general education classroom to receive individualized instruction, which has typically been the 
delivery model of special education (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). With RtI, teachers utilize 
progress monitoring to determine the skills, interventions, and instructional needs of students 
within the general education setting. (Sullivan & Castro-Villarreal, 2013). In addition, the RtI 
model offers individualized instruction for all students whether or not they are receiving special 
education services (Murawski & Hughes, 2009).  According to Murawski and Hughes (2009) 
applying intensive intervention under an RtI model results in fewer students being identified for 
special education services (Murawski & Hughes, 2009). Aron and Loprest (2012) contend both 
general and special educators need to be equipped with skills regarding content specific 
instruction with evidence-based interventions and supports for all students when adopting an RtI 
model (Aron & Loprest, 2012). 
 The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA also aligned with the 2001 requirements of No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) mandate (Eisenman et al., 2011). NCLB (2001) requires all students, 
regardless of ability, to obtain academic proficiency in accordance with state standards (Harvey 
et al., 2010). Students are currently required to partake in high-stakes standardized testing and 
schools are held accountable for student proficiency (Eisenman et al., 2011; Harvey et al., 2010; 
Jiménez et al., 2007). According to NCLB (2001), all students, whether identified with a 
disability or not, were required to academically advance, mastering state standards and 
assessments (Eisenman et al., 2011; Harvey et al., 2010; Jiménez et al., 2007). While NCLB 




students receive high-quality instruction and access the general education curriculum in the 
general education setting as much as possible (Harvey et al., 2010; Jiménez et al., 2007; 
McLeskey et al., 2012; Patterson, 2005; Santoli et al., 2008). According to Swain et al. (2012) 
students with disabilities should be educated alongside their peers in the general education 
classroom; moreover, they “should be taught using the same evidence-based curriculum used for 
students without disabilities” (Swain et al., 2012, p. 75). Carpenter and Dyal (2007) highlight 
that NCLB (2001) required teachers to be highly-qualified in their specific content area and all 
students with and without disabilities be instructed by content licensed teachers (Carpenter & 
Dyal, 2007). The requirement for students to receive instruction from content licensed teachers, 
pressures schools to move toward more inclusive practices due to the historical nature of teacher 
certification at the preservice level (Agran et al., 2002; McLeskey et al., 2012).  
While content area general educators are licensed in their specific content area, special 
educators receive their licensure in specific disability or service areas. “Historically, special 
educators have been the experts on individualization, assessment, differentiation, and progress 
monitoring” (Murawski & Hughes, 2009, p. 270) and may not have the content specific 
qualifications (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Murawski & Hughes, 2009). According to Carpenter 
and Dyal (2007) special education teachers’ expertise lies in supporting students with 
disabilities. These teachers are the strategists of modifying instruction and accommodating 
individual needs, teaching social skills, and problem solving for various disabilities and unique 
needs of students (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). McLeskey et al. (2012) suggested when the 
mandate passed, “from 82% to 99% of secondary-level special education teachers were not 
highly-qualified in the content areas they taught” (p. 137) which led to an increase in placement 




are the content specialists and often have not had prior training for modifying content or 
providing interventions for students with disabilities (Buell et al., 1999). According to Petersen 
(2016) abiding by federal mandate requires schools to plan accordingly to support students with 
content specific instruction and the necessary supports for individual student success.  
Regardless of the federal and state requirements, students with disabilities have 
historically continued to be removed from the general education setting (Swain et al., 2012). 
According to Swain et al. (2012) students with disabilities have continued to be excluded from 
the general education setting and serviced in resource rooms or self-contained classrooms with 
other students with disabilities, where they are often provided with inadequate instruction and 
social interactions as compared to their nondisabled peers (Swain et al., 2012). Swain et al. 
(2012) emphasizes removing students from the general education setting for special education 
services lends to misaligned instruction from that of the general education classrooms. Whether 
due to lack of communication or the variant needs of the students, the disconnect of instruction 
effects the academic progress of the students with disabilities, resulting in a history of lower 
academic performance (Murawski & Hughes, 2009; Swain et al., 2012). According to Kirby 
(2017) students who receive special education services have lower graduation rates and higher 
dropout rates than students without disabilities. In the 2013-2014 school year, the dropout rate 
for students with disabilities was 13.9% compared to 6.2% of students without disabilities (U.S. 
Department of Education, NCES, 2019). Murawski and Hughes (2009) contend the self-
contained model hinders students with disabilities from gaining access to the general education 
curriculum (Murawski and Hughes 2009; Swain et al. 2012) and engaging in social interactions 




According to Stayton and McCollum (2002) simply placing students with disabilities in 
the general education classroom is not sufficient enough. Teachers need the competencies to help 
students by adapting instruction and providing accommodations to content (Stayton & 
McCollum, 2002). Federal mandates such as NCLB (2001) and IDEA (2004) require schools to 
evaluate their current practices and implement systemic changes to include students with 
disabilities into the general education setting and provide all students with high-quality, rigorous 
instruction (McLeskey et al., 2012). Stayton and McCullum (2002) emphasize increased 
accountability means systemic shifts in pedagogical practices. Educators need to approach the 
classroom differently, with an inclusive mindset, to best serve all students (Stayton & 
McCollum, 2002).  
Inclusion 
Since the enactment of EAHCA of 1975, advocates of inclusion have continued to lobby 
in support of placing students with disabilities into the general education setting (Harvey et al., 
2010; Jiménez et al., 2007; Patterson, 2005; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017; Swain et al., 2012) 
and student placement within the general education setting has steadily increased (Mastropieri & 
Scruggs, 2001; Williamson et al., 2020). McLeskey et al. (2012) examined the increasing 
numbers of students being educated in the general education setting over self-contained or 
pullout settings. In 1990, 34% of students with disabilities spent the entire school day in the 
general education classroom. That number grew to 58% in 2007 (McLeskey et al., 2012) and 
again in 2015, roughly 71% of students with disabilities spent the majority of their day in the 
general education setting (Williamson et al., 2020).  
The present literature on inclusion presents multiple definitions to reference the inclusion 




Artiles (2013) acknowledge the term inclusion being widely debated among scholars, with two 
definitions being most prominent.   
The research refers to academic inclusion (Shepherd et al., 2016) as the individual 
placement options of students with disabilities (Hicks-Monroe, 2011; Hocutt, 1996; Idol, 2006; 
Wright, 1999). Idol (2006) defines inclusion as students receiving all of their academic 
instructions within the general education setting and differentiates inclusion from mainstreaming. 
In the opinion of Idol (2006), mainstreaming occurs if students are removed from the general 
education setting for periods of time throughout the day to receive services and specialized 
instruction from special educators. Hocutt (1996) also used the term mainstreaming to describe 
students included in the general education setting for portions of the instructional day; whereas 
Hocutt (1996) defines inclusion as students are spending “most, if not all” of their day in the 
general education setting (p. 79). Hocutt (1996) further described full inclusion as every student, 
with or without a disability, being included in the general education setting for the entire school 
day (Hocutt, 1996). Similarly, Hicks-Monroe (2011) and Wright (1999) contest full inclusion 
means every student, “regardless of the severity of the disability, be included full time in the 
general education setting” (Hicks-Monroe, 2011, p. 64). Under full inclusion, students with 
disabilities are provided individualized supports within the context of the general education 
setting (Wright, 1999).  
Hicks-Monroe (2011) suggests inclusion as a model to progress toward, choosing the 
general education setting whenever possible as the best placement for all students. Hicks-Monroe 
(2011) differentiates inclusion from full inclusion because inclusion “allows for alternatives” to 
the general education setting when necessary based on student needs whereas full inclusion 




Within the research exists a philosophical approach to inclusion (Rea et al., 2002; 
Shepherd et al., 2016) focuses on the perspectives of staff and the creation of inclusive school 
cultures. Leatherman (2009) defines inclusion as a student’s human right to a quality education, 
at the school within the student’s community, alongside their same aged peers (Leatherman, 
2009). According to Friend and Pope (2005): 
Inclusion is a belief system. It is the understanding that all students—those who are  
academically gifted, those who are average learners, and those who struggle to learn for  
any reason—should be fully welcomed members of their school communities and that all  
professionals in a school share responsibility for their learning (p. 57). 
 
DeSimone et al. (2013) align characteristics of inclusion with Cook and Friend (2010), 
highlighting inclusion as the location where students are educated; moreover, inclusion in their 
opinion is a way of providing quality education for all students and building a school community 
supportive of student growth through accommodating individual differences (DeSimone et al., 
2013). According to DeSimone et al. (2013) the creation of a community of learning can be 
achieved in a variety of ways. Successful inclusion occurs when all students are welcomed, 
valued, and supported in their learning to prepare them for future success in a diverse world 
(DeSimone et al., 2013).   
Historically, a mentality of “mine versus yours” has been ubiquitous throughout schools 
(Weiner & Murawski, 2005, p. 284). General education students are the responsibility of the 
general educator and special education students are the responsibility of the special educator 
(Weiner & Murawski, 2005). According to Cook and Friend (2010) an inclusion mindset 
includes all students as a part of one community and all teachers work to support all students 




the adoption of this mindset from an entire school. Inclusion as a belief affords to lessen this 
separation of students. This definition of inclusion diminishes “the marginalization of those 
students with disabilities” (Morgan, 2016, p. 56; Nichols & Sheffield, 2014).  
Benefits of inclusion 
The literature exemplifies multiple examples of benefits to inclusion including academic, 
interpersonal (Kirby, 2017), and self-actualized (Pierson & Howell, 2013) benefits.  
In a case study of two high schools’ adopting a fully inclusive model, Pierson and Howell 
(2013) interviewed students with mild to moderate disabilities. Students perceived inclusion to 
be a positive experience, describing a better self-perception of self and their academic progress. 
Students reported positive experiences with their peers and identified an increase in self-efficacy 
due to overcoming the challenges of the general education curriculum and being fully accepted 
into the general education setting (Pierson & Howell, 2013). Teachers also acknowledged the 
students’ higher performance in the general education setting. Teachers’ reported increased effort 
from students, even while the academic rigor was more advanced than the segregated special 
education setting (Pierson & Howell, 2013). 
In a comparative study of two middle schools, Rea et el. (2002) examined the placements 
for students with learning disabilities. Rea et al. (2002) found students in the inclusive setting 
had higher academic outcomes in language and mathematics than their peers in a separate special 
education placement. Both groups of students had similar outcomes in reading comprehension, 
science, and social studies (Rea et al., 2002).  
Similarly, Hang and Rabren (2009) reported little to no significant difference in the 
academic progress made by students with disabilities taught in the inclusive general education 




are able to receive “adequate support for their achievements on standardized tests” (p. 267) in the 
general education setting.  
Tremblay (2013) also found elementary students placed in inclusive settings made 
significant progress in reading and math compared to students in a self-contained special 
education setting.  
Cosier et al. (2013) conducted a study of over 3,000 students across 270 school districts 
to analyze the correlations between time spent in the general education setting and reading and 
mathematics scores. The study concluded the amount of time spent in the general education 
setting, with adequate access to the general education curriculum, correlated significantly with 
student achievement in both reading and mathematics (Cosier et al., 2013). “For each hour spent 
in the general education, students…” with disabilities “…scored half a point higher on the 
reading assessment” (Cosier et al., 2013, p. 6).  
In addition to students with disabilities benefitting from inclusion, multiply studies found 
the inclusive general education settings to be beneficial for students without disabilities (Cannon 
et al., 2012; Cole, Waldron, and Madj, 2004; Culverhouse, 1998; Parish & Boyd, 1995). 
Culverhouse (1998) compares multiple studies examining students without disabilities’ academic 
advancement within an inclusive setting and found student progress was not hindered when 
taught alongside students with disabilities. Cole et al. (2004) report students without disabilities 
made significant progress in both math and reading when taught in inclusive settings (Cannon et 
al., 2012). According to Parish and Boyd (1995) all students in an inclusive setting benefit from 
learning to work together despite differences. When students work cooperatively in inclusive 
settings, they establish interpersonal skills for future work with diverse populations (Parish & 




Along with students, educators also benefit from schools adopting inclusive practices 
(Idol, 2006). Idol (2006) found teachers’ perceptions of students with disabilities changed after 
implementing more inclusive practices in schools. Teachers recognized growth in their 
instructional skills with more exposure to teaching in inclusive settings (Idol, 2006). 
In a mixed method study conducted by Wallace, Anderson, and Bartholomay (2002) 
teachers were interviewed at four different secondary schools. Throughout the study, teachers 
made a commitment to value the education of all students regardless of ability (Wallace et al., 
2002). “Both general education teachers and special education personnel served all students, and 
that this focus facilitated collaboration and improved services for all students” (Wallace et al., 
2002, p. 362). Teachers at each school suggested the collaborative efforts and the dismantling of 
barriers historically separating students as being a key component to the success of the inclusive 
efforts (Wallace et al., 2002). 
While the research presents many benefits to inclusion, there are also multiple challenges 
presented within the literature. 
Challenges Facing Inclusion 
A number of adversaries believe inclusion is not providing the right educational setting 
for all students (Able et al., 2015; Shanker, 1995; Wright, 1999). According to Shanker (1995) 
schools are moving toward inclusive practices without providing adequate services within the 
general education setting to support students’ needs. Wright (1999) does not believe IDEA 
(2004) specifies the extent to which students with disabilities should be included in the general 
education setting. Further, Wright (1999) believes it is unjust to place all students in the general 
education setting without assessing the placement option is the most appropriate for the success 




academic progress (Wright ,1999). According to Wright’s (1999) argument, simply placing 
students in an inclusive setting without considering their individual needs hinders student growth 
(Wright, 1999) and creates further issues for schools (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007).  
Depending on a student’s disability, the severity of the disability, and the effect on the 
student’s ability to function in a variety of settings, Able et al. (2015) believe the general 
education setting may not always be the most appropriate for some students (Able et al., 2015; 
Wright, 1999). Able et al. (2014) assert the struggle of some students with autism spectrum 
disorder (ASD) within the general education setting, especially at the secondary level, because 
they do not connect with peers, have difficulty managing schedule changes and multiple 
teachers, and struggle with unstructured times. Similarly, Pierson and Howell (2013) observe 
both general and special educators face challenges with delivering the appropriate educational 
supports for students with more severe disabilities in the general education setting. The schools 
in this study practiced a full inclusion model, however, students with more severe disabilities 
were removed more frequently from the general education setting (Pierson & Howell, 2013).  
According to Carter et al. (2009) while student placement is important for the success of 
inclusion, educator acceptance of all students is a key component to the success of inclusion and 
the students being educated in the classroom. General educator’s acceptance toward students 
with disabilities will determine their willingness to accommodate for students as well as their 
willingness to work with other educators to problem solve for students with disabilities (Carter et 
al., 2009). In a study of six pairs of elementary school teachers, Carter el at. (2009) found a 
connection between teachers believing it to be the job of the student to “adapt to their classroom 
environment” and the same teachers’ willingness to make accommodations for individual 




support students’ needs were more willing to make adjustments within their classrooms (Carter 
et al., 2009).  
In a study of both general and special educators from four different schools, Smith and 
Leonard (2005) pointed out general education teachers attitude towards inclusion as a negative 
experience, indicating the general education setting being an inappropriate setting for students 
with disabilities.  
Similarly, in a study of middle school teachers working in a fully inclusive school, 
Santoli et al. (2008) found the majority of teachers did not believe students with disabilities 
could be successful in the general education setting. A large percentage of teachers “(80%)” 
agreed on the lack of skills of students with disabilities to be successful in the general education 
setting (Santoli et al., 2008, p. 4). This study found a correlation between teachers’ attitude 
toward students with disabilities and a lack of time spent working with other educators to plan 
for students with disabilities in their classrooms (Santoli et al., 2008). Buell et al. (1999) believe 
general education teachers often view students with disabilities as having a deficit to be fixed 
instead of viewing their disability as an individual learning difference. The differing paradigm a 
teacher views disabilities impact the teacher’s instruction to students with disabilities and the 
willingness to collaborate with other educators to educate all students (Buell et al., 1999). 
 In a mixed method study of 56 teachers, teachers reported communication or a lack 
thereof as a common theme hindering teachers collaborative practices to support inclusion 
(Ledoux et al., 2012). Specifically, teachers identified a lack of communication between general 
and special education teachers impacting placement and instructional decisions for students with 
disabilities in general education classrooms. General educators also reported being ill prepared 




guidance to meet individual students’ needs (Ledoux et al., 2012).   
 According to Able et al. (2015) and Swain et al. (2012) teacher efficacy to educate 
students with disabilities impacts teacher attitude toward students with disabilities. Feeling 
inadequately trained to support students with disabilities corresponds with general education 
teachers lowered attitudes toward students with disabilities (Able et al., 2015; Swain et al., 
2012). Teachers without a full understanding of students’ IEPs and the IEP process are less likely 
to fully implement the necessary adaptations and accommodations for students (Jones, 2012). A 
qualitative study of teachers conducted by Able et al. (2015) asked teachers to identify specific 
needs regarding furthering support for students with disabilities in the classroom. Teachers 
articulated a need for more general information about students’ disabilities and information 
regarding students’ IEPs. Teachers also reported the desire for more collaboration between 
professionals to problem solve for individual student needs according to IEP goals (Able et al., 
2015). 
According to Hogan, Lohmann, and Champion (2013), in large part “infrequent 
communication between general and special educators” contributes to inclusion being 
unsuccessful in schools (Hogan et al., 2013, p. 28). For inclusion to be successful, all educators 
must have open communication and work with one another to problem solve for students with 
disabilities (Buell et al., 1999; Santoli et al., 2008). To utilize inclusion within public school 
systems, Robinson and Buly (2007) believe educators must espouse a collective responsibility 
for the education of all students through collaboratively planning and problem solving (Robinson 
& Buly, 2007). Nichols and Sheffield (2014) agree successful inclusion requires collaboration 






Providing for students in accordance with IDEA (2004), as well as delivering the high-
quality instruction mandated by NCLB (2001), is an undertaking impossible to achieve in 
isolation (Cook & Friend, 2010). All personnel: administrators, special education teachers, and 
general education teachers must continuously converse about planning, instruction, 
differentiation, and implementing supports to best serve all students within inclusive schools 
(Ledoux et al., 2012). With the growing diversity in today’s classrooms, collaboration has 
become a vital component for inclusive practices (Harvey et al., 2010) and increasingly 
important for all educators (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). According to Evans and Weiss (2014), 
collaboration is imperative to the success of inclusion for students with disabilities. Under IDEA 
(2004) and NCLB (2001), all educators should be able to successfully utilize effective 
collaboration to service and meet the needs of all learners (Arthaud et al., 2007). To best serve 
students, collaboration between educators must be a valued, continued practice; it is not an 
outcome (Arthaud et al., 2007; Friend, 2000; Jones, 2012) and professional collaboration is 
imperative to the success of an inclusive educational setting (Friend, 2000). Schools can work to 
create collaborative cultures, making collaboration a central component of supporting students 
academically (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). When schools establish a culture of collaboration to 
support all students, the schools subsequently report higher achievement among all students, 
including students with disabilities (Cook & Friend, 2010).  
Numerous comparable definitions of collaboration exist throughout the literature. 
Collaboration is commonly described as two or more individuals jointly working toward a 
common purpose with shared responsibilities, decision making, and accountability in order to 




Hines, 2008). Collaboration is ambiguously used to describe two or more practitioners working 
together misleading individuals to believe that any form of communication is considered 
collaboration (Friend & Bursuck, 2015; Morgan, 2016). Friend (2000) accentuates collaboration 
as a means for educators to provide the most appropriate educational services to all students. 
Friend and Bursuck (2015) argue collaboration is not what educators are doing, instead 
“collaboration is how people work together” (p. 71). Friend and Cook (2017) define 
collaboration as a foundation: 
Interpersonal collaboration is a style for direct interaction between at least to coequal  
parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common  
goal (p. 5). 
 
Friend and Bursuck (2015) identify key components to set collaboration apart from other 
forms of cooperative work: “Collaboration is voluntary, based on parity, requires a shared goal, 
includes shared responsibility for key decisions, includes shared accountability for outcomes, 
and is based on shared resources” (Friend & Bursuck, 2015, p. 71-73). Friend and Pope (2005) 
emphasize the challenge of working collaboratively. Collaboration demands individuals to 
approach the process with an open mind and a willingness to share insight surrounding 
instructional and philosophical decisions. Collaboration “obliges participants to maintain parity 
throughout their interactions” (Friend, 2000, p. 131). It demands effective communication (Da 
Fonte & Barton-Arwood, 2017), time, trust, and respect; nonetheless it remains the “key 
ingredient for teaching diverse student groups” (Friend, 2000; Friend & Pope, 2005, p. 58).  
Collaboration does not occur without intention. Collaboration is a deliberate process 
requiring educators to contribute their own content expertise and possess effective 




Collaboration can ensue in formal or informal settings (Morgan, 2016) as long as the key 
elements are present and practitioners are working as coequals, sharing their expertise to problem 
solve for students (Friend, 2000). Friend (2000) emphasizes the “richest collaboration happens 
informally” when educators are planning to meet students’ needs (p. 131). In a survey of 
collaborative practices from four inclusive high schools, Wallace et al. (2002) found 
communication and collaboration for student planning “happened primarily through unscheduled 
meetings” (Wallace et al., 2002, p. 375). It was the unstructured time which teachers utilized to 
connect and communicate about students in their classrooms (Wallace et al., 2002).  
Understanding collaboration and the implementation of effective collaboration into a 
school setting takes time and dedication from teachers and administration (Friend & Cook, 
1992). Effective utilization and understanding of collaboration benefits teachers and students 
alike. The challenge resides in the adequate preparation which is essential to making 
collaboration work (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012) and great numbers of educators may not be 
sufficiently trained in effective collaboration (Rainforth & England, 1997). Historically, teachers 
have worked in isolation, relying on their own expertise to guide planning and the instruction of 
students (Friend & Cook, 1992).  
Once educators have a clear understanding of collaboration and its functions in the school 
setting, they must work to continue to develop their collaborative skills (Allday et al., 2013). 
Collaboration is an ongoing process requiring educators to possess a “set of interpersonal and 
professional skills” to be utilized regularly in an array of settings with a variety of other 
professionals, parents, and community members (Allday et al., 2013).  
According to Rainforth and England (1997) contributing to a collaborative team requires 




First, teachers need a strong foundation in their own content area (Rainforth and England 1997). 
Second, collaboration requires an individual to have strong “communication, problem solving, 
and conflict resolution” skills (Hogan et al., 2013; Rainforth & England, 1997, p. 88; Friend & 
Cook, 2017).  
According to Friend and Cook (2015) along with being able to effectively communicate, 
educators need to be able to recognize their individual philosophies and trust the contributions of 
their co-educators (Morgan, 2016). The understanding of their own philosophies and the 
philosophies of other educators permits educators to make decisions to support students while 
maintaining alignment with each individual’s beliefs (Friend & Bursuck, 2015). Collaboration 
for inclusion requires general education and special education teachers to come together with 
their own expertise and philosophies and to problem solve for students with disabilities (Friend 
& Bursuck, 2015).  
Collaboration Between General Educators and Special Educators 
In education, instructional and programming barriers exist between general and special 
educators (Hogan et al., 2013). Robinson and Buly (2007) believe in the existence of separate 
cultures among general education and special education. Through the examination of 
terminology used at the university level with preservice teachers, Robinson and Buly (2007) 
determined the special education department and elementary education department taught and 
used various terminologies differently, which led to preservice teachers developing variant 
understandings of these terminologies (Robinson & Buly, 2007). Robinson and Buly (2007) 
hypothesize the variant definitions of language contributes to the barriers between general 
education and special education. In addition to divergences in language, paradigm differences 




their responsibilities and beliefs about best-practices for students (Robinson and Buly 2007). 
Where special education has built its foundation on individualized instruction, general education 
has been structured for large group instruction. With the paradigm shift to differentiation within 
the classroom, both general and special education must learn to focus instruction for small 
groups of students (Robinson & Buly, 2007). The discrepancies in paradigms may not be 
realized by teachers, and when teachers work collaboratively to problem solve for students, their 
alternate understandings contribute to the misalignment of student supports (Robinson & Buly, 
2007). Teachers can effectively collaborate to better understand the paradigm disparities they 
possess to better support students (Robinson & Buly, 2007). According to Robinson and Buly 
(2007) inclusive practices force educators to work to eliminate these barriers to problem solve 
for students with disabilities in the general education setting.   
Agran et al. (2002) surveyed teachers regarding student access to the general education 
setting and collaboration. According to Agran et al. (2002) special education teachers have not 
traditionally been a part of the curriculum planning process and the district did not have a clear 
plan for providing access to the general education curriculum to all students with disabilities.  
A first step in aligning understandings is for both general and special educators to have a 
clear understanding of the national and state mandates that effect both educators and students 
including IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001) (Arthaud et al., 2007). Having a mutual understanding 
of federal mandates solidifies teachers understanding and participation on students’ Individual 
Education Plan (IEP) team. Under IDEA (2004) any student who qualifies for special education 
services must have an IEP which is developed yearly. The IEP serves as a guide for educators to 
plan instructional supports and accommodations, assessment procedures, and educational goals 




including general and special educators as well as service providers (speech, occupational 
therapist, school psychologist, etc.), administrators, and parents. The team meets yearly to review 
the previous IEP decisions and determine adjustments needed based on recent assessments 
(Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). Each member of the team plays a vital role in the decision making 
process and the educational planning, resulting in effective collaboration being essential for the 
progression of the process and success of the student (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). 
Educators can also develop a mutual understanding of instructional practices, 
interventions, assessments (Arthaud et al., 2007), and state standards. According to Jones (2012), 
both general educators and special educators can use the expertise of other educators to build an 
inclusive school which supports all learners (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). According to 
Leatherman (2009) an overlap of educators “teaching styles” can lead to successful work 
together (p. 197). In contrast, educators with differing opinions on student instructional practices 
displayed a difficult time making decisions together.  
Working collaboratively requires a level of alignment between instructional practices and 
philosophies (Leatherman, 2009; Morgan, 2016). Collaboration between general educators and 
special educators will differ (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003) depending on the school, personnel 
characteristics, and student need. The research identifies various collaborative practices that can 
be utilized to support collaboration among all educators (Wallace et al., 2012). 
Collaborative Practices 
Research suggests a variety of collaborative teaching practices schools utilize to meet a 
range of student needs (Wallace et al., 2002; Wiederholt, 1993). The type of placement option 
used depends on the needs of student and personnel resources available within a school 




multiple purposes within a school. Schools may provide a combination of service delivery 
options depending on the individual needs of students (Smith et al., 2004). 
Successful collaborative teaching practices requires mutual respect among teachers as 
well as ample time for teachers to plan for future instruction in the general education classroom 
(Smith et al., 2004). According to Smith et al. (2004) shared planning time among teachers is 
difficult at the secondary level due to varying schedules. Smith et al. (2004) emphasize the 
complexity of student schedules impacting teacher planning, indicating students typically receive 
instruction from numerous general education teachers throughout the day. Administration can 
further support teachers by providing opportunities for teachers to meet throughout the day 
(Smith et al., 2004).   
Co-teaching. Cooperative teaching or co-teaching is one example from the literature of 
general education and special education teachers working together to support student in the 
inclusive classroom. Co-teaching as defined by Cook and Friend (2015) as a “service delivery 
option” where one general education teacher and one special education teacher teach within one 
classroom supporting students with and without disabilities (Friend & Bursuck, 2015, p. 81). Co-
teaching offers opportunities for teachers to change their instructional approaches and deliver 
instruction to meet a wide variety of needs within the context of one classroom (Friend & Cook, 
2017). Implementing a variety of strategies provides students with a variety of instructional 
opportunities including interventions, direct instruction, and independent practice and validates 
the need for strong collaboration between the team of teachers (Friend & Cook, 2017).    
Within a co-taught classroom students with disabilities are able to receive their 
individualized instruction to meet their IEP goals while remaining in the general education 




conception, co-teaching was chosen as a means to connect students with disabilities with their 
nondisabled peers (Friend et al., 2010). According to Friend and Pope (2005), the co-taught 
setting boosts student confidence because students are no longer removed from the classroom 
with their peers to receive alternative, individualized instruction. The unique design of co-taught 
classrooms is twofold. A co-taught classroom can provide students with disabilities access to the 
general education to align with federal mandates and individualized instruction to meet IEP goals 
(Friend et al., 2010). 
Collaborative consultation. Collaborative consultation is an indirect service delivery 
model purposed to bridge support for students needing specialized services while maintaining 
inclusion within the general education setting (Idol, 1993). Consultation models provide for 
professional collaboration and problem solving that remain a barrier for one professional to 
accomplish alone (Shepherd et al., 2016). Consultation requires general and special educators to 
collaboratively problem solve for individual students (Foley & Lewis, 1999). General education 
teachers and special education teachers contribute their individual expertise to make instructional 
decisions for students (Smith et al., 2004). Special education teachers act as a consultant to the 
general education teacher, providing instructional strategy ideas to support the special education 
students included in the general education classroom (Idol, 2006). General education teachers 
benefit from this direct support of the special education teacher (Idol, 1993).  
In the consultation model, students remain in the general education classroom and receive 
instruction from the general education teacher (Idol, 2006). From there, general education 
teachers bring information about curriculum and content to the special education teacher. 
Together, both teachers, plan curriculum and instruction adaptations to be used in the general 




general education teachers on techniques for building a community of acceptance within the 
general education setting (Wiederholt, 1993). 
Resource rooms. Resource rooms are utilized to provide students with direct special 
education services from the special education teacher in a separate setting from the general 
education classroom (Idol, 1993). In the resource room model, special education students are 
removed from the general education classroom for periods of time throughout the day to receive 
individual services in accordance with their IEP goals (Idol, 1993). Resource rooms serve to 
offer students with disabilities direct instruction of new concepts and remedial intervention of 
concepts previously learned in the general education setting (Wiederholt, 1993). Special 
education teachers may also provide students with behavioral interventions and social skills 
support to further students’ integration into the inclusive setting (Wiederholt, 1993).  
Though they endeavor together to serve students in the general education classroom, 
administrators, general education teachers, and special education teachers each have their own 
responsibilities in supporting inclusion in schools (Jones, 2012). According to Arthaud et al. 
(2007) it is essential for educators to understand their individual professional responsibilities, the 
correlation to collaboration, and the influence on students with disabilities in the inclusive 
setting. Likewise, Leader-Janssen et al. (2012) believe educators can benefit from understanding 
the roles and responsibilities of other educators within the school. Having mutual understanding 
of responsibilities creates a foundation for collaboration. 
Responsibilities 
Administrator’s Responsibilities to Educate Students with Disabilities. The school 
principal is responsible for creating the atmosphere for an inclusive culture. Research suggests 




school culture supportive of inclusion (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Carter et al., 2009; Nichols & 
Sheffield, 2014; Santoli et al., 2008; Sharpe & Hawes, 2003; Smith & Leonard, 2005). 
According to Nichols and Sheffield (2014) school leaders need a foundational understanding of 
special education services and processes to guide teachers in creating an inclusive culture. In 
creating this culture of inclusion, the principal is responsible for supporting teachers in 
generating “collaborative relationships among teachers” (Hines, 2008, p. 277). According to 
Sutton and Shouse (2016) the foundation of creating a culture of inclusion is to include teachers 
in the decision-making process. Giving teachers ownership of school decisions builds a positive 
culture and sustains motivation (Sutton & Shouse, 2016).  
In a study examining the leadership of one inclusive school, Hoppey and McLeskey 
(2013) found the principal built a supportive community through personal relationships with 
teachers, supporting communication between educators and other stakeholders, and encouraging 
teacher development. The principal in this study reported investing trust in the teachers within 
their school, relying on the teachers to make informed decisions for all students (Hoppey & 
McLeskey, 2013). 
Smith and Leonard (2005) also conclude the principal to be a vital component to support 
teachers in inclusive schools. Principals find the most success when they are at the forefront, not 
only in their belief in inclusion, but through investing in a collaborative culture which values 
inclusion for the benefit of students (Smith & Leonard, 2005). A principal’s leadership style is a 
variable affecting the collaborative culture within a school. Idol (2006) defines instructional 
leadership as a style in which a principal is “actively involved with teachers in making curricular 




programs” (p. 91). Instructional leadership provides opportunities for teachers to develop the 
necessary collaborative and instructional skills to support students with disabilities (Idol, 2006).  
 Principals can foster a collaborative culture by starting conversations between general 
and special education teachers and prioritizing professional development in collaboration and 
instructional strategies (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003), and establishing responsibilities for teachers 
regarding special education students and the IEP process (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). 
Researchers have alluded to time as one of the greatest factors in the success of 
collaboration for inclusion (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Damore & Murray, 2009; Leatherman, 
2009). One way for principals to demonstrate their support for inclusion is to provide teachers 
opportunities to plan for students with disabilities collaboratively. In a study conducted by 
Leatherman (2009), both general and special educators specified common planning time as a 
need they were lacking. Teachers believe more time to plan would benefit both teachers and 
students. Teachers in the study identified needing time to collaborate and indicating the 
importance for student success (Leatherman, 2009). Administration can prioritize this 
collaborative time by working to diminish scheduling conflicts which inhibit teachers from 
planning together (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Santoli et al., 2008).  
General Education Teacher Responsibilities to Educate Students with Disabilities. 
General education teachers are responsible for the planning and implementing of instruction to 
support all learners within their classroom (Allday et al., 2013). While principals are responsible 
for creating an inclusive culture within the school, general educators are responsible for creating 
a classroom culture that embraces differences and supports the social and academic growth of all 
students (Culverhouse, 1998). Culverhouse (1998) and Santoli et al. (2008) believe teacher 




factor in the success of inclusion and the creation of an accepting classroom environment. 
Cannon et al. (2012) suggest general education teachers have a basic understanding of “all 
disability categories” in order to create an inclusive classroom environment and support all 
students (p. 35). 
General education teachers are also responsible for providing accessible content for all 
students (Olson et al., 2016). Sayeski (2009) acknowledges general education teachers are the 
content experts in the field. General education teachers expertise in their content makes them 
primarily responsible to make accommodations and modifications to classwork in the inclusive 
setting (Olson et al., 2016; Sayeski, 2009). “Modifications are changes” being made to content 
instruction whereas “accommodations” are adaptations to the way a student receives or produces 
the content being learned within the classroom (Sayeski, 2009, p. 42). According to Cannon et al. 
(2012) the general education teacher bears the responsibility to apply alternate instructional 
models for students with disabilities. 
 According to Murawski and Hughes (2009) general education teachers should 
incorporate common instructional practices seen in special education classrooms. Olson et al. 
(2016) accentuate general education teachers need to take on roles previously reserved for 
special education teachers. General education teachers can bridge the content knowledge with 
specific adaptations for students individual levels (Olson et al., 2016). Being able to differentiate 
lessons to meet students’ various cognitive abilities benefits all students, not only those with 
disabilities (Allday et al., 2013).  
One way to provide for all students within the general education setting is for teachers to 
make their instruction and content accessible for all students. According to Jiménez et al. (2007) 




focus on planning instruction for all students. Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is a 
framework of instructional planning for all students (Jiménez et al., 2007). UDL was initially 
created as a model for inclusive architecture and later transferred to education (Friend & Pope, 
2005). UDL principles recognize learner differences to create educational environments 
accessible to all learners (Lowrey et al., 2017). UDL creates opportunities for flexibility in the 
classroom as well as equitable opportunities for students of all abilities (Friend & Pope, 2005). 
According to Shady et al. (2013) incorporating differentiation and accessible instruction 
into the classroom requires general education teachers to possess a foundation of content and 
state standards. Working with special education teachers to plan for students in inclusive general 
education settings, general education teachers can provide the curriculum scope and sequence, 
including the content standards to be mastered by students (Sayeski, 2009). General education 
teachers are also responsible for providing content specific information to the IEP team. General 
education teachers provide information regarding student’s individual academic performance and 
future instructional needs (Jones, 2012). According to Jones (2012) as an active member of the 
IEP team, general education teachers, need to understand the IEP due process to make 
instructional accommodations and provide feedback for the IEP team in regard to students’ 
progress on individual goals in the general education setting (Jones, 2012; Patterson, 2005). 
Special Education Teacher’s Responsibilities to Educate Students with Disabilities 
Special education teachers have numerous roles in a school setting (Morgan, 2016; 
Sayeski, 2009). They are charged with managing case-loads of students and each student’s IEP, 
supporting general education teachers’ and paraprofessionals’ understanding of the IEP process, 
acting as a bridge between school and home, and instructor for students (Morgan, 2016). Special 




ensuring students are receiving instruction in accordance with their IEP goals (Sayeski, 2009). 
Special education teachers are responsible for fully understanding the needs of students 
with disabilities and ensuring students receive the corresponding accommodations from the 
student’s IEP and instructional supports to foster student growth toward mastering their 
individual goals (Fullerton et al., 2011). Having the expertise in the IEP process and supports, 
special education teachers are responsible for sharing insight with general education teachers 
(Fullerton et al., 2011). Special education teachers can create fact sheets about students to share 
with general education teachers and personnel working with students with disabilities (Sayeski, 
2009). Special education teachers can use the curriculum plans provided by the general education 
teacher to determine modifications to instruction or classwork for individual students (Sayeski, 
2009).  
In a qualitative study of three students with moderate to severe disabilities, Fisher and 
Frey (2001) found special education teachers increased their content area knowledge to enhance 
their perceived ability to provide modifications for students in the general education classroom.  
To further teachers’ preparedness to work collaboratively and support students in the 
inclusive general education setting, administration can support teachers through professional 
development opportunities to develop teacher competence in teaching students with disabilities 
and collaboration (Wallace et al., 2002; Waldron & McLeskey, 2010). Schools benefit from 
ensuring educators are professionally trained and encourage them to create and value a 
collaborative culture within the school (Friend & Cook, 1992). 
Professional Development 
Traditionally, general education teachers, whether new to the field or not, have not had 




abiding by federal mandates, accountability, and the LRE; professional development for teachers 
is compulsory (Blanks, 2013). A great number of general education teachers do not receive 
professional development to further their knowledge of special education or providing adequate 
services for students with disabilities (Wallace et al., 2002). According to Shady et al. (2013) 
without proper professional development, teachers can feel ill prepared to provide adequate 
instructional supports for students with disabilities. Teachers demonstrate more negative 
attitudes toward including students with disabilities into the classroom when they have not had 
sufficient professional development to support students with varying needs (Desimone et al., 
2013). Feelings of inadequacy attribute to teacher perception of students with disabilities and 
effects students access to the general education curriculum (Agran et al., 2002). Agran et al. 
(2002) found correlation between student placement and the general education teacher’s 
perceived ability to educate students within the general education classroom.   
Providing practicing teachers with professional development opportunities can benefit 
teachers and students alike (Desimone, 2009; Griffin et al., 2017). According to Hirsch (2009) 
“Professional development means a comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to 
improving teachers’ and principals’ effectiveness in raising student achievement” (p. 12). To 
meet the needs of students, and continually refine instructional practices that are evidence-based, 
teachers need to have access to high-quality learning opportunities and the occasions to reflect 
and apply newly learned material into their classrooms (Blanks, 2013). Waldron and McLeskey 
(2010) emphasize the importance of professional development for improving skills needed to 
instruct students included in the general education setting. Waldron and McLeskey (2010) 
suggest using professional development to “increase the capacity” for all teachers to better 




“differentiation, and evidence-based approaches” (p. 61). Desimone (2009) points out the 
difficulty to evaluate professional development because of the myriad of professional 
development opportunities available. According to Jenkins and Yoshimura (2010) district in-
service opportunities are reportedly less effective for teachers serving students with disabilities in 
the general education classroom. Desimone (2009) contends the five features of effective 
professional development correlated with enhancing teaching and learning; (Griffin et al., 2018) 
including “content focus, active learning, coherence, duration, and collective participation” 
(Griffin et al., 2017, p. 122).  
According to Griffin et al. (2018) the content of professional development plays an 
important role in teacher learning because the content of professional development directly 
correlates with the impact on student learning. In a study conducted by Buell et al. (1999) 202 
general education teachers identified six high need areas for professional development. Teachers 
reported wanting to deepen their understanding of “program modification, assessing academic 
progress, adapting curriculum, managing students’ behavior, developing IEPs, and using 
assistive technology” (p. 150). Buell et al. (1999) noted each of these areas is covered 
extensively in pre-service training for special education teachers, yet usually not provided in 
general education pre-service education. A significant number of undergraduate programs 
require little or no special education training for general education teachers (Jung, 2007) 
contributing to numerous general education teachers lacking a basic understanding of educating 
students with disabilities in their classrooms (Buell et al., 1999; Carter et al., 2009). 
Effective professional development provides opportunities for teachers to actively engage 
in exploring instructional practices to enhance their knowledge and strategies for educating 




coaching staff or lead teachers to imbed professional development opportunities throughout the 
school year can present valuable for districts. “Coaches can bridge the gap between professional 
development knowledge gained and implementation” (Mueller & Brewer, 2013, p. 12). In a 
study across three school districts, Mueller and Brewer (2013) analyzed teacher perceptions of a 
professional development implementation including a district training and coaching follow-up 
multiple times a year. Teachers reported the on-going coaching to be “the most valuable content 
of the model” (Mueller & Brewer, 2013, p. 16). According to Mueller and Brewer (2013) 
teachers appreciated two aspects of instructional coaching support including instructional 
improvement and emotional reinforcement.   
The duration of professional development is another key feature to the long-lasting 
effects of teacher learning (Griffin et al., 2017). Professional development should be continually 
revisited with “sustained support for teachers’ ongoing learning over time” (Blanks, 2013, p. 45). 
In a comparative case study of two fully inclusive high schools, Pierson and Howell (2013) noted 
the continuous professional development all educators received throughout the school year. The 
professional development focused on concepts related to inclusion including, “inclusion 
research, strategies for modification and differentiation of instruction, co-teaching models and 
strategies, and ways to effectively work with students with specific types of disabilities” (Pierson 
& Howell, 2013, p. 225). Teachers were provided necessary instructional supports beyond the 
initial training courses attributing to successful implementation of full inclusion within the 
schools (Pierson & Howell, 2013). 
  According to Waldron and McLeskey (2010) professional development for educator 
growth should happen collaboratively especially between general educators and special 




among administrators from four inclusive high schools. The administrators required all special 
educators and general educators to learn together to practice working collaboratively. Joint 
professional development was intended to foster collaborative practices, increase problem-
solving, and deepen teachers’ content understanding (Wallace et al. 2002).  
Petersen (2016) also conducted a joint professional development opportunity between 
general educators and special educators. Through discussions with teachers, Petersen (2016) 
found all teachers expressed a desire to work collaboratively with other educators to plan and 
problem solve for students. Teachers reported a need to define “general education curriculum 
access,” including the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), “and the relationship among 
access, assessment, and instruction” for students with disabilities in the general education setting 
(Petersen, 2016, p. 29-30). Petersen (2016) concluded the joint professional development 
strengthened communication between general and special educators. 
According to Sharpe and Hawes (2003) Applied Collaboration is a type of joint 
professional development for general education and special education teachers designed to build 
upon collaborative skills necessary for supporting students in the inclusive setting. Teaching 
partners are presented with training on collaborative practices and instructional strategies to be 
used within the general education classroom (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003). Teachers have 
opportunities to explore and practice various techniques surrounding differentiation and 
classroom management with multiple teachers (Sharpe & Hawes, 2003).  
Another form of joint professional development for general education and special 
education teachers is study groups (Herner-Patnode, 2009). Study groups provide continuous 
professional development for teachers to address areas which typically cause barriers between 




strengthens the relationship among teachers and builds teacher confidence in working with 
students with disabilities (Herner-Patnode, 2009). According to Hirsch, Lloyd, and Kennedy 
(2019) through study groups, teachers are actively engaged in professional development through 
discussion and questioning with other educators. These active discussions bridge knowledge of 
theory and application of practices (Hirsch et al., 2019). 
Schools can also partner with universities to provide on-going professional development 
for teachers. Causton-Theoharis et al. (2011) conducted a study of a professional development 
partnership between a school and a university. The school adopted a fully inclusive model while 
partnering with a local university to provide all staff with job embedded professional 
development. The university provided multi-model learning opportunities for educators through 
three-day workshop, a 14-week course, and on-going monthly meetings with focus groups within 
the school. The topics of the professional development were chosen from teacher identified 
needs on “instructional strategies for inclusive classrooms, working with students with 
challenging behaviors, professional collaboration, and differentiated instruction” (Causton-
Theoharis et al., 2011, p.194). Causton-Theoharis et al. (2011) determined teachers valued the 
partnership and embedded professional development. Teachers reported growth in self-
confidence working with diverse learners and increased feelings of support for collaboration 
among educators (Causton-Theoharis et al., 2011). 
Summary 
 Since the enactment of IDEA (2004) students with disabilities have gradually gained 
more access to the general education setting and are increasingly educated alongside students 




general and special education (Smith, 2004) and required teachers to work collaboratively to 
educate all students (Friend & Bursuck, 2015; Harvey et al., 2010; Robinson & Buly, 2007).  
 Chapter III specifies the methodology for the study exploring the types of collaborative 
teaching practices utilized in inclusive secondary general education classrooms in select 
Minnesota secondary schools and the professional development needs of general education 





















Chapter III: Methodology 
 Federal mandates require students with disabilities to be educated in the general 
education setting for as much of their school day as possible for each individual (IDEA, 2004). 
Similarly, accountability mandates (NCLB, 2001) require students with disabilities to participate 
in state standardized accountability tests, necessitating access to the same standards-based 
curriculum as their nondisabled peers (Eisenman et al., 2011). The literature supports 
collaboration between general education and special education to educate students with 
disabilities within the general education setting. The literature also recognizes the need of 
general education teachers to understand students with disabilities and the necessary academic 
supports needed for their success. The majority of this research focuses on collaborative teaching 
options and the responsibility of the special education teacher. Limited research examines 
general education teachers’ responsibilities, collaborative practices, and professional 
development needs.  
The review of relevant literature exemplifies the need for teachers to be prepared to 
teacher a wide range of students within the general education setting and a need for general and 
special educators to work collaboratively to problem solve for students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom.  
 The following chapter will explain the methodology of the study, including the research 
questions, participants, data collection, and how data will be treated and used throughout the 
study.  
Statement of the Problem 
Although there is research to support a need for collaboration and continued professional 




examines general education teachers’ reported responsibilities, current collaborative practices 
with special education teachers, and professional development needs to educate students with 
disabilities in the general education setting. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine general education teachers’ responsibilities and 
current collaborative practices. The study also sought to determine the professional development 
needs of general education teachers to further educate students with disabilities in the general 
education setting in select Minnesota schools.  
Research Questions 
The research questions are intended to determine how teachers identify their 
responsibilities to effectively support students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom, to what extent general education teachers are collaborating with special education 
teachers to problem solve and plan instruction, and determine the professional development 
needs of general education teachers as they continue to work collaboratively to educate students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom.  
1. What are the reported primary responsibilities for educating students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education classroom reported by select general education teachers? 
2. Which collaborative practices are general education teachers reportedly using to 
collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities? 
3. Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report 
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general 





Human Subject Approval: Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
 The researcher submitted the appropriate approval form to the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) for review in March 2020. This approval ensured the confidentiality of data collected and 
protection for the participants of the study. The proposed study was approved by IRB (Appendix 
A).  
Research Design 
 This quantitative study sought to determe general education teacher reported primary 
responsibilities, collaborative practices and challenges, and professional development needs as 
they pertain to educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom.  
With the growing diversity in today’s classrooms, teacher collaboration is imperative for 
the academic and social advancement of students with disabilities (Harvey et al., 2010; Leader-
Janssen et al., 2012). In utilizing teacher collaboration to serve students in the general education 
classroom, all stakeholders need to know their primary responsibilities to educate students with 
disabilities (Jones, 2012). To further understand their primary responsibilities and build 
collaborative practices among special education and general education teachers, professional 
development can afford new skills for teachers educating students with disabilities (Wallace et 
al., 2002).  
This study surveyed practicing general education teachers from two select Minnesota 
school districts with special education students included in their general education classrooms. 
 The survey was sent to general education teachers working in two central Minnesota 
school districts. Data was collected from elementary, middle school, and high school general 
education teachers. A total of 111 general education teachers responded to the survey. The 




education teachers within the two school districts. Participants were able to elect to participate in 
the survey. 
 The study helped to determine general education teachers identified responsibilities in 
educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom, the current collaborative 
practices with special education teachers, and the professional development needs of general 
education teachers for further educating students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. 
Instrument for Data Collections 
The instrument of the study was designed by the researcher. The survey was created 
using the website Survey Monkey. Survey Monkey is an electronic survey distribution website 
which allows for data to be collected from participants anonymously. Prior to taking the survey, 
participants were provided with an introductory statement containing an overview of the study 
and information regarding the use of demographic information and responses to the survey 
questions. Participants were informed of their voluntary consent to participate and provided with 
information on how to exit the survey if they wished to stop at any time. The participants were 
also notified of the confidentiality of their responses. Teachers’ names, districts, and schools 
were not collected or identified within the study. 
 The survey comprised of 12 questions. The survey questions sought to answer the three 
research questions of the study. There were five questions regarding teacher demographics, one 
question pertaining to teachers’ primary responsibilities, two questions regarding collaboration 
practices and challenges, and four questions concerning professional development. 
The survey asked five demographic questions including:  




• Grade level(s) currently teaching  
• Content area(s) currently teaching  
• Number of students currently teaching each day  
• Number of students with disabilities included in the general education setting 
each day  
Research question one. The survey includes one question relating to teacher 
responsibility in correspondence with the first research question: What are the reported primary 
responsibilities for educating students with disabilities in the inclusive general education 
classroom reported by select general education teachers? 
Teachers were asked to identify which responsibilities pertaining to educating students 
with disabilities in their general education classroom they identify to be their primary 
responsibility including: 
• creating a positive, inclusive environment (Culverhouse, 1998)  
• curriculum adaptations (Allday et al., 2013)  
• assessment modifications (Olson et al., 2016; Sayeski, 2009)  
• attending IEP meetings (Jones, 2012; Patterson, 2005) 
• progress monitoring (Buell et al., 1999) 
• managing student behaviors (Mundschenk et al., 2011)  
• writing IEP goals and making IEP decisions (Jones, 2012) 
• understanding basic disability characteristics (Cannon et al., 2012) 




• collaborating with the special educations teacher to problem solve for students 
with disabilities (Sayeski, 2009) 
Research question two. The survey includes two questions referencing the current 
collaborative practices general education teachers are utilizing within their teaching position. The 
two survey questions answer research question two: Which collaborative practices are general 
education teachers reportedly using to collaborate with special education teachers to educate 
students with disabilities? 
The first survey question asked teachers to identify how they currently collaborate with 
special education teachers by selecting from the options:  
• co-teaching (Friend et al., 2010) 
• consulting (Foley & Lewis, 1999; Smith et al., 2004) 
• attending IEP meetings (Jones, 2012; Patterson, 2005) 
• attending regularly scheduled meetings (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Santoli et al., 
2008) 
The second survey question related to research question two asked teachers to identify 
the current collaborative challenges hindering their ability to communicate with special 
education teachers and effectively teach students with disabilities including:  
• time (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Damore & Murray, 2009; Leatherman, 2009),  
• scheduling conflicts (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Santoli et al., 2008),  
• personnel conflicts (Leatherman, 2009) 
• differing teaching styles (Leatherman, 2009),  




• administrative support (Smith & Leonard, 2005; Smith et al., 2004).  
Research question three. The remaining four survey questions correlated with the third 
research question: Which professional development forms and content do general education 
teachers report to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom?  
One survey question asked teachers to identify the forms of professional development 
they have previously had to enhance their knowledge to educate students with disabilities in the 
general education setting including:  
• preservice or undergraduate work (Jones, 2012; Jung, 2007) 
• conferences (Garet et al., 2001) 
• district in-service (Garet et al., 2001; Jenkins & Yoshimura, 2010) 
• post graduate work (Causton-Theoharis et al., 2011) 
• study groups (Herner-Patnode, 2009) 
• joint professional development (Waldron & McLeskey, 2010; Wallace et al., 
2002) 
• on-going support from instructional coaching staff (Blanks, 2013; Mueller & 
Brewer, 2013) 
• never having had professional development specific to supporting students with 
disabilities (Allday et al., 2013) 
The second question asked teachers to identify the content of their previously had 
professional development opportunities including:  




• creating a welcoming environment (Culverhouse, 1998)  
• managing student behaviors (Buell et al., 1999; Mundschenk et al., 2011)  
• special education due process or legal guidelines for special education (Buell et 
al., 1999; Jones, 2012; Patterson, 2005)  
• collaboration (Griffin et al., 2017) 
• co-teaching (Pierson & Howell, 2013)  
• curriculum adaptation (Buell et al., 1999)  
• assignment and assessment modification (Olson et al., 2016; Sayeski, 2009; 
Sharpe & Hawes, 2003; Swain et al., 2012)  
• differentiation (Pierson & Howell, 2013)  
• progress monitoring (Buell et al., 1999)  
• Universal Design for Learning (Friend & Pope, 2005; Jiménez et al., 2007) 
• Inclusion (Pierson & Howell, 2013) 
The remaining two survey questions asked teachers to identify the forms and content of 
professional development they desire to further educate students with disabilities in their general 
education classroom. The third question asks teachers to identify the form of future professional 
development general education teachers identify to be beneficial from the same list of 
professional development form options as above. The fourth question asks teachers to identify 
the content of professional development they identify to be beneficial to educate students with 







A pilot of the survey was provided to the general education teachers of a middle school in 
Minnesota. Pilot participants provided feedback and considerations to the researcher. Pilot 
surveys were electronically distributed via email using the website Survey Monkey. The pilot 
participants completed and analyzed the survey voluntarily. Data were collected to test responses 
and clarity of questions. The researcher reviewed the feedback from the pilot participants to 
determine adjustments needed for the survey, specifically for word choice and clarity. The data 
collected from the pilot surveys were not used as findings in the study.  
Treatment of Data 
 Data collected from the surveys were collected electronically through Survey Monkey. 
All data collected was reviewed by the researcher and no identifying information was shared 
throughout the study. Data was collected separately by district to provide results to the district; 
however, no other identifying statistics were collected throughout the study. The survey 
responses were anonymous to maintain confidentiality of the participants. The researcher used 
basic statistics and percentages to combine participant responses and identify correlations within 
the data. The researcher used the university’s Statistical Research Center (SRC) to sort and 
quantify the data collected. Graduate students from the SRC combined survey data into tables 
demonstrating the frequency and percentage of participant responses. 
Procedures and Timelines 
 The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board. The researcher collaborated 
with each school district to determine when the electronic survey would be distributed to 
teachers. The electronic survey was emailed to administrators from each school district. The 




follow up email including the Survey Monkey link was sent to administrators requesting for 
teachers to be reminded and encouraged to participate in the survey. A final email was sent, 
notifying school districts of the closing of the survey. The survey was closed with the completion 
of the school year. The researcher complied the data collected from all participants as an Excel 
file and shared with the university’s Statistical Research Center (SRC). With support from the 
SRC graduate assistants, the data was analyzed and complied. The results from the data analysis 
is presented in Chapter IV and Chapter V of the study.  
Summary 
 Chapter III provided an overview of the intended research design including the statement 
of the problem, purpose of the study, and the method of data collection that will be facilitated by 
the researcher.  
Chapter IV will present the findings of the study followed by the study conclusions and 














Chapter IV: Results 
 Research is needed to identify general education teachers identified responsibilities and 
current collaborative practices to educate students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. Further research to examine the professional development needs of general education 
teachers will help school leaders to make informed decisions about students’ placement, 
collaboration among educators, and the learning needs of teachers to best support all students. 
Over the last 40 years, students with disabilities have been gaining access to the general 
education classroom, requiring general education teachers to be equipped with skills to support 
the wide range of student need (Jones, 2012; Olson et al., 2016). According to the U.S. 
Department of Education (2019), in the fall of 2017 the majority of students with disabilities 
(81%) were spending 40% or more time in the general education setting (U.S. Department of 
Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). Furthermore, general education 
teachers are responsible for the primary instruction delivered to all students included in the 
general education setting (Cosier et al., 2013). “Most general education teachers – about 70% – 
feel they lack the expertise…” to instructionally support students with disabilities in their classes 
(McLeskey & Waldron, 2015, p. 68). 
 The growing diversity necessitates schools to reevaluate their current practices, redesign 
teacher responsibilities, and provide professional development opportunities for educators to 
harness the necessary instructional skills to provide high-quality educational opportunities for all 
students (Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013). 
Statement of the Problem 
 Although there is research to support a need for collaboration and continued professional 




examines general education teachers’ reported responsibilities, current collaborative practices 
with special education teachers, and professional development needs to educate students with 
disabilities in the general education setting. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine general education teachers’ responsibilities and 
current collaborative practices. The study also sought to determine the professional development 
needs of general education teachers to further educate students with disabilities in the general 
education setting in select Minnesota schools.  
Research Questions 
The research questions are intended to determine how teachers identify their 
responsibilities to effectively support students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom, to what extent general education teachers are collaborating with special education 
teachers to problem solve and plan instruction, and determine the professional development 
needs of general education teachers as they continue to work collaboratively to educate students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom.  
1. What are the reported primary responsibilities for educating students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education classroom reported by select general education teachers? 
2. Which collaborative practices are general education teachers reportedly using to 
collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities? 
3. Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report 
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general 






 This study design was quantitative with a goal of determining general education teacher 
identified responsibilities, collaborative practices and challenges, and professional development 
needs as they pertain to educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
The study surveyed practicing general education teachers from two select Minnesota school 
districts who have special education students included in their general education classrooms. 
 The survey was sent to general education teachers working in two central Minnesota 
school districts. The electronic Survey Monkey link was distributed to teachers through district 
leadership.  Data were collected from elementary, middle school, and high school general 
education teachers. In total, 111 (n=111) general education teachers completed the electronic 
survey. Surveys with all items answered were considered complete and valid. Response were 
eliminated due to incomplete or missing data. Within some of the demographic information, two 
responses were eliminated due to incomplete or missing data (n=109).  
The study helped to determine general education teachers identified responsibilities in 
educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom, the current collaborative 
practices with special education teachers, and the professional development needs of general 
education teachers for further educating students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. 
Instrument for Data Collections 
The instrument of the study was designed by the researcher. The survey was created 
using the website Survey Monkey. Survey Monkey is an electronic survey distribution website 
which allows for data to be collected from participants anonymously. The survey is comprised of 




The survey asked five demographic questions including:  
• Total number of years teaching 
• Grade level(s) currently teaching  
• Content area(s) currently teaching  
• Number of students currently teaching each day  
• Number of students with disabilities included in the general education setting 
each day  
Research question one. General education teachers have primary responsibilities which 
contribute to the education of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
(Jones, 2012). According to Arthaud et al. (2007) it is essential for educators to understand their 
individual professional responsibilities and how they impact student success in inclusive settings. 
The survey includes one question relating to teacher responsibility in correspondence with the 
first research question: What are the primary responsibilities for educating students with 
disabilities in the inclusive general education classroom reported by select general education 
teachers? Teachers were asked to identify which primary responsibilities they understand to be 
their responsibility to educate students with disabilities in their classrooms. Teachers were 
provided a list of responsibilities and could select all that apply to their current role educating 
students with disabilities. 
Research question two. With the growing diversity in today’s classrooms, collaboration 
has become a vital component for inclusive practices (Harvey et al., 2010) and increasingly 
important for all educators (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). Under IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001), 




meet the needs of all learners (Arthaud et al., 2007). According to Wallace et al. (2002) schools 
can implement different types of collaborative practices and the collaboration may look different 
from school to school depending on student need and resources available (Wiederholt, 1993). 
Several challenges were presented within the literature, including time (Smith et al., 2004) and 
scheduling conflicts (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Damore & Murray, 2009; Leatherman, 2009), 
prohibiting teachers from working collaboratively to problem solve for students with disabilities.  
 The survey includes two questions referencing the current collaborative practices general 
education teachers are utilizing within their teaching position. The two survey questions answer 
research question two: Which collaborative practices are general education teachers reportedly 
using to collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities? The 
first survey question relating to research question two asked teachers to identify how they 
currently collaborate with special education teachers. 
The second question related to research question two asked teachers to identify the 
current collaborative challenges hindering their ability to communicate with special education 
teachers and effectively teach students with disabilities. From the listed collaborative challenges, 
teachers were asked to select their top three reported collaborative challenges.  
Research question three. Professional development can improve teachers’ instructional 
skills to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Waldron & 
McLeskey, 2010). Additionally, the content of professional development is an important 
component to general education teachers future learning and impact on student success in the 
general education classroom (Griffin et al., 2017). Wallace et al. (2002) found a significant 
number of general education teachers do not receive professional development to further their 




survey included four questions intended to answer the third research question: Which 
professional development forms and content do general education teachers report to have 
previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom? The survey included two questions relating to the forms of professional development. 
One survey question asked teachers to report the forms of professional development they have 
previously had relating to educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
The second survey question relating to the forms of professional development inquired about the 
form of professional development teachers desire to receive to enhance their knowledge to 
educate students with disabilities in the general education setting. 
The survey included two questions regarding the content of professional development. 
One survey question asks teachers to identify the content of professional development they have 
previously had pertaining to educating students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. Another survey question inquired about the content of professional development 
general education teachers desire to receive to educate students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom. 
In the following sections, the data collected from the study is presented. The results are 
offered in chronological order from the survey and aligned with the research questions of the 
survey.  
Description of the Sample 
A total of 111 (n=111) general education teachers completed the electronic survey. 
Surveys with all items answered were considered complete and valid. Response were eliminated 
due to incomplete or missing data. Within some of the demographic information, two responses 




which asked teachers to identify the total number of students taught per day and total number of 
students with disabilities taught per day. There were two responses left blank by participants. 
The researcher eliminated these responses from the total responses for these two demographic 
questions. The following tables present the demographic information collected in the study 
expressing the frequency and percentage of teacher reported responses. 
Table 1 outlines the total years of teaching experience general education teachers 
reported. Teachers wrote in the exact number of years of experiences. Teacher’s responses were 
combined into ranges to provide easily comparable data. The researcher combined the data into 
the following ranges: 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, 21-25 years, 26-30 years, 
and < 30 total years of teaching experience.  
Table 1 
Reported Participant Total Years of Teaching Experience 
 
   Years of Teaching Experience            Frequency                   Percent 
 
0-5 13 11.71% 
6-10 22 19.81% 
11-15 15 13.51% 
16-20 23 20.72% 
21-25 18 16.21% 
26-30 13 11.71% 
> 30 7 6.30% 
 
         Total                   111           100% 
 
 
Of the 111 responding teachers, twenty-three or 20.72% have sixteen to twenty years of 
teaching experience. Twenty-two or 19.81% have six to ten years of teaching experience. 
Eighteen or 16.21% have twenty-one to twenty-five years of teaching experience. Fifteen or 




five, and twenty-six to thirty, years of teaching experience. Seven or 6.30% have thirty-one or 
more years of teaching experience. 
 Teachers were asked to report the current grade level(s) taught. Table 2 summarizes the 
frequency count for reported grade level assignments. Some teachers selected multiple grade 
levels; those are represented as Multi-Level in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Reported Participant Grade Level Assignments 
 
        Grade Level(s) Taught                       Frequency                   Percent 
 
Elementary 51 45.94% 
Middle School 24 21.62% 
High School 28 25.22% 
Multi-Level 8 7.20% 
 
        Total                   111           100% 
 
 
Of the 111 responding teachers, fifty-one or 45.94% reported teaching at the elementary 
level. Twenty-four or 32.43% reported teaching at the middle school level. Twenty-eight or 
25.22% reported teaching at the high school level. Eight or 7.20% reported teaching at multiple 
levels. 
 Of the teachers reporting (n=111), teachers indicated the total number of students taught 
each day. Teachers reported the total number of students taught per day by entering a number 
into the survey question. The responses collected were processed by the researcher and combined 
into ranges. The ranges were created to provide ease of computing data and readability. The 
researcher combined the data into the following ranges: >50 students, 51-99 students, 100-149 




researcher eliminated the blank responses from the total number of responses for Table 3. Table 
3 summarizes the frequency count for total number of students taught per day for participants.  
Table 3 
Reported Participant Total Number of Students Taught Daily 
 
        Reported Ranges of 
      Students Taught Daily                       Frequency                   Percent 
 
< 50 39 35.77% 
51-99 15 13.76% 
100-149 36 33.02% 
>150 19 17.43% 
 
         Total                   109           100% 
 
Note: (n= 109) 
 Of the 109 responding teachers, thirty-nine or 35.77% reported teaching fewer than 50 
students each day. Thirty-six or 33.02% reported teaching between 100-149 students each day. 
Nineteen or 17.43% reported teaching more than 150 students per day. Fifteen or 13.76% 
reported teaching between 51-99 total students each day. 
 Of the teachers reporting (n=109), teachers indicated the total number of students who 
receive special education services taught per day. Teachers wrote in the total number of students 
receiving special education services taught per day. Teacher’s responses were combined into 
ranges to provide easily comparable data of total students with disabilities taught per day. The 
researcher combined the data into the following ranges: 0-9 students, 10-19 students, 20-29 
students, <30 students receiving special education services taught daily. Table 4 synopsizes the 







Reported Participant Total Number of Students Receiving Special Education Services Taught 
Daily 
 
        Reported Ranges of 
       Students Taught Daily                       Frequency                   Percent 
 
0-9 56 51.13% 
10-19 28 25.68% 
20-29 19 17.43% 
>30 6 5.50% 
 
         Total                   109           100% 
 
Note: (n= 109) 
 Of the 109 general education teachers reporting, fifty-six or 51.13% reported teaching 
between 0-9 students receiving special education services per day. Twenty-eight or 25.68% 
reported teaching between 10-19 students receiving special education services each day. 
Nineteen or 17.42% reported teaching between 20-29 students receiving special education 
services each day. Six or 5.50% reported teaching 30 or more students receiving special 
education services per day. 
 An analysis of survey questions was conducted in accordance with the corresponding 
research questions for the study. The following section outlines data collected in correspondence 
to each research question followed by an analysis of the data to answer the study’s research 
questions. 
Research Question One 
For the success of students with disabilities in the general education classroom, general 
education teachers need to recognize their primary responsibilities to educate all students in their 




imperative to the successful academic advancement of students with disabilities (Leader-Janssen 
et al., 2012). Therefore, determining the reported primary responsibilities of general education 
teachers was a focus of research question one. Research question one asked:  
What are the reported primary responsibilities for support of students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education setting reported by select general education teachers? 
To answer research question one, the following data were collected from the survey 
instrument which asked general education teachers to identify their primary responsibilities to 
educate students with disabilities in their general education classroom. Techers were able to 
select all options they identified to be their primary responsibilities. The following tables 
represent the frequency and percentage of the top reported primary responsibilities and the least 
reported responsibilities. The research separated the data into two corresponding tables (Table 5 
and Table 6): Participant most reported primary responsibilities and participant least reported 
primary responsibilities. The frequency and percentage of each primary responsibility represents 
the number of teachers who identified the represented primary responsibility of the total number 













Participant Reported Primary Responsibilities 
 
Primary Responsibilities  Response Frequency Response Percentage 
 
Accommodations (changes to content/product 
of the student) 
99 89.19 
Creating an accepting environment 98 88.29 
Making modifications (changes made to 
instruction) 
91 81.98 
Meeting with special education teacher to 
problem solve for students 
90 81.08 
Understanding disability characteristics/needs 90 81.08 
Attending IEP meetings 87 78.38 
Differentiating for all students 80 72.07 
Progress monitoring 54 48.65 
Understanding special education due process 
(legal procedures/guidelines for special 
education) 
28 25.23 
Writing IEP/making IEP decisions 15 13.51 
 
 
 Table 5 summarized frequency and percentages of the primary responsibilities reported 
by general education teachers. Of the total (n=111) respondents, ninety-nine or 89.19% of 
teachers reported accommodations or making changes to content to be a primary responsibility to 
educate students with disabilities. Ninety-eight or 88.29% of teachers reported creating an 
accepting environment to be a primary responsibility to educating students with disabilities. A 
frequency of Ninety-one or 81.98% of teachers reported making modifications or changes to 




91.08% of teachers reported meeting with special education teacher to problem solve for students 
to be a primary responsibility. Ninety or 81.08% of teachers identified understanding disability 
characteristics and needs to be a primary responsibility for educating students with disabilities in 
the general education classroom. 
The five least reported primary responsibilities of the total (n=111) number of general 
education teachers were attending IEP meetings, differentiating for all students, progress 
monitoring, understanding special education due process, and writing IEP/making IEP decisions. 
Eighty or 72.07% reported differentiating for all students to be a primary responsibility. Fifty-
four or 48.65% reported progress monitoring to be a primary responsibility to educate students 
with disabilities. Twenty-eight or 25.23% reported understanding special education due process 
or legal guidelines as a primary responsibility to educating students with disabilities. Fifteen or 
13.51% reported writing IEPs or making IEP decisions to be a primary responsibility to educate 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
The primary responsibility data reveal teachers identify accommodations, creating an 
accepting classroom environment, making modifications, meeting with special education teacher 
to problem solve for students, and understanding disability characteristics and needs as primary 
responsibilities to educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom. The 
data also reveal fewer teachers reported progress monitoring, understanding special education 
due process and legal guidelines, and writing IEPs and making IEP decisions to be primary 
responsibilities to educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Research Question Two 
With the growing diversity in today’s classrooms, collaboration has become a vital 




educators (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). According to Evans and Weiss (2014), collaboration is 
imperative to the success of inclusion for students with disabilities. Under IDEA (2004) and 
NCLB (2001), it is crucial for all educators be able to successfully utilize effective collaboration 
to service and meet the needs of all learners (Arthaud et al., 2007). Research question two asked: 
Which collaborative practices between general and special education teachers for support 
of students with disabilities in the inclusive general education setting are reported by 
select general education teachers? 
The survey included two questions relating to research question two: 
1. In what ways do you currently collaborate with special education teachers to educate 
students with disabilities in your classroom? 
2. Indicate the collaborative challenges hindering your ability to educate students with 
disabilities in your classroom. 
The following tables report general education teachers’ responses to the survey items 
regarding collaboration to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Table 6 reflects the frequency and percentage of teacher responses to reported current 
collaborative practices utilized to educate students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. The frequency and percentages in Table 6 report the number of responses from the 









Reported Participant Current Collaborative Practices 
 
Collaborative Practices  Frequency Percent 
 
Consult as needed with special education 
teacher 
108 97.30 
Attend IEP meetings 103 92.79 
Attend regularly scheduled meetings 24 21.62 
Co-teach 10 9.01 
 
 
 Table 6 illustrates 108 or 97.30% of general education teachers consult as needed with 
special education teachers. 103 or 92.79% of general education teachers report attending IEP 
meetings. Twenty-four or 21.62% of general education teachers report attending regularly 
scheduled meetings. Ten or 9.01% of teachers report Co-teaching as a way they currently 
collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities in their 
classrooms.  
 Table 7 expresses general education teacher reported collaborative challenges that hinder 
their ability to educate students with disabilities in their classrooms. The frequency and 
percentages in Table 7 report the number of responses from the total (n=111) of respondents for 









Frequency of Reported Collaborative Challenges  
 
Collaborative Challenges Frequency Percent 
 
Time 104 93.69 
Scheduling Conflicts 83 74.77 
Direction 62 55.86 
Differing opinions/teaching styles 35 31.53 
Administrative support 12 10.81 
Personality conflicts 9 8.11 
 
 
 The data illustrate 104 or 93.69% reported time to be a collaborative challenge hindering 
their ability to educate students with disabilities. Eighty-three or 74.77% of teachers reported 
scheduling conflicts to be a collaborative challenge. Sixty-two or 55.86% reported direction as a 
collaborative challenge. Thirty-five or 31.53% of teachers reported differing opinions or teaching 
styles to be a collaborative challenge. Twelve or 10.81% of general education teachers reported 
administrative support to be a challenge hindering their ability to educate students with 
disabilities, and nine or 8.11% of general education teachers reported personality conflicts to be a 
collaborative challenge.  
Research Question Three 
 Professional development is an important tool to enhance general education teacher skills 
to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Desimone, 2009; 




opportunities to further educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Research question three asked: 
Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report  
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general  
education classroom?  
 To answer research question three, the study examined the professional development 
teachers have previously received and professional development teachers report to be beneficial 
for continued learning to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Survey items regarding professional development asked teachers to report professional 
development forms (i.e., district in-service, pre-service/undergraduate work, post graduate work, 
conferences, on-going support from instructional coaches or lead teacher, study groups, and joint 
professional development with a special education teacher) and  the content (i.e., managing 
student behaviors, differentiation, basic disability characteristics, creating an accepting 
environment, assignment and assessment modifications, collaboration, curriculum adaptation, 
special education due process or legal guidelines, progress monitoring, co-teaching, Universal 
Design for Learning, and inclusion)  of professional development. The following tables compare 
the percentages of reported responses of the professional development teachers have previously 
had and the percentages of the professional development teachers report to be advantageous for 
future learning.  
 Table 8 details the reported percentages of the forms of professional development general 
education teachers reported to have previously had and reportedly desired. The percentages 
indicated for each form of professional development represents the number of teachers who 





Comparison of Percentages of Professional Development Forms Previously Had and Desired 
 
Professional Development Forms 
PD Form Previously Had 
(percent) 
PD Form Desired 
(percent) 
 
District In-service 71.17 76.58 
Post graduate course work 30.63 6.31 
Conferences 19.82 29.73 
On-going support from instructional 
coaching staff or lead teacher 
19.82 55.86 
Study groups (within 
building/district staff) 
15.32 45.95 
Joint professional development with 
special education teacher 
14.41 78.38 
 
**Professional development in the form of pre-service/ undergraduate course work has been 
removed from table due to non-applicable data about future professional development 
opportunities. 
***Data referencing teachers reportedly never having had professional development was 
removed from table due to non-applicable data about future professional development 
opportunities.  
 
Table 8 data reports professional development previously experienced and professional 
development desired. 30.63% of general education teachers reported having experienced 
professional development in the form of graduate course work whereas 6.31% of teachers 
reported to desire graduate course work as future professional development to educate students 
with disabilities. 19.82% of teachers reported receiving professional development in the form of 
on-going support from instructional coaches or lead teachers and 55.86% of teachers reported to 
desire receiving professional development from instructional coaches or lead teachers. The data 




and 45.95% of teachers desire professional development in the form of study groups. 14.41% of 
teachers reported to previously receiving joint professional development with a special education 
teacher and 78.38% of teachers reported to desire joint professional development.  
71.17% of teachers reported to have previously had professional development in the form 
of district in-service and 76.58% of teachers reported district in-service to be a desired model for 
future professional development. 19.82% of teachers reported to have had professional 
development in the form of conferences and 29.73% of teachers reported to desire professional 
development in the form of conferences. 
Additionally, some survey data was not reported in Table 8. Participants were able to 
identify whether they experienced undergraduate course work pertaining to special education. 
The data was omitted from Table 8 because there was not a corresponding question asking 
participants if they desire professional development in the form of undergraduate coursework. 
The data not presented in Table 8 revealed seventy-one or 63.96% of teachers reported having 
pre-service or undergraduate course work relating to educating students with disabilities. Eight 
or 7.21% of teachers reported to have had no professional development relating to educating 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Table 9 summarizes the content of professional development previously experienced and 
the content of professional development desired reported by general education teachers. Each 
percentage indicated for the content of professional development represents the number of 
teachers who selected the content of professional development out of the total number of 







Comparison of Percentages of Professional Development Content Previously Had and Desired 
 
Professional Development Content 
PD Content Previously Had 
(percent) 
PD Content Desired 
(percent) 
 
Managing student behavior 65.77 60.36 
Differentiation 58.56 28.83 
Basic disability characteristics 55.86 26.13 




Collaboration 36.94 34.23 
Curriculum adaptation 35.14 41.44 
IEP/special education due process 
(legal process/guidelines for special 
education) 
25.23 9.91 
Progress monitoring 24.32 7.21 
Co-teaching 15.32 17.12 
Universal Design for Learning 14.41 9.91 
Inclusion 0.00 0.00 
 
 
 Table 9 data reveals 58.56% of teachers reported to have previously received professional 
development and 28.83% of teachers reported a desire for professional development relating to 
differentiation. 55.86% of teachers reported to have had professional development regarding 




development about basic disability characteristics. 55.85% of teachers reported to previously 
have had professional development on creating a welcoming environment and 20.72% of 
teachers reported to want professional development on creating a welcoming environment. 
25.23% of teachers reportedly have had professional development relating to special education 
due process and legal guidelines and 9.91% of teachers reported to want professional 
development regarding special education due process and legal guidelines. 24.32% of teachers 
reported to have previously received professional development in the area of progress monitoring 
and 7.21% of teachers reported to desire professional development in the same area.  
 The Table 9 data also reveal 65.77% of teachers reported to have had professional 
development regarding managing student behaviors and 60.36% of teachers reported to desire 
professional development on managing student behavior. It was reported that 41.44% of teachers 
have had professional development concerning assignment and assessment modifications and 
40.54% of teachers reported to desire further professional development on making modifications. 
36.94% of teachers reported to have had received professional development relating to 
collaboration and 34.23% of teachers reported to desire further learning on collaboration. 
15.32% of teachers reported to have formerly been provided professional development on co-
teaching and 17.12% of teachers reported to benefit from further professional development on 
co-teaching.  
Regarding professional development on Universal Design for Learning, 14.41% of 
teachers reportedly have had professional development and 9.91% of teachers reported to want 
professional development in this area. 0.00% of teachers reported to have had professional 
development regarding inclusion as well as 0.00% of teachers reported to want professional 





 Chapter IV presented the data collected from the study to answer the three research 
questions. The data revealed high percentages of general education teachers reported making 
accommodations (89.19%), creating an accepting environment (88.19%), and making 
modifications (81.98%) to be among their primary responsibilities. The majority of teachers 
(97.30%) reported consulting as needed with the special education teacher to be their current 
collaborative practices utilized and time (93.69%) as the most reported collaborative challenge 
hindering teachers’ ability to problem solving for students with disabilities. In addition, teachers 
reportedly desire professional development in the form of joint professional development with 
special education teachers (78.38%) and on-going support from instructional coaches (55.86%). 
The majority of teachers also reported to desire professional development regarding managing 
student behaviors (60.36%).  
Chapter V will discuss the findings from the study and provide suggestions for the field 













Chapter V: Summary, Conclusions, Discussions, Limitations, and Recommendations  
 Since 1975 and the federal mandate EAHCA, which has since been reauthorized as IDEA 
(2004), students with disabilities have continued to gain more access to the general education 
curriculum and classroom. The number of students with disabilities being educated in the general 
education classroom has steadily increased along with the continued demand of general 
education teachers. General education teachers have been tasked with an expanding their list of  
responsibilities and developing skills to educate students with disabilities (Allday et al., 2013; 
Jones, 2012). Using collaborative practices and working with other personnel within schools is 
currently a necessity (Cook & Friend, 2010; Ledoux et al., 2012) to bridge special education 
services provided and access to the general education curriculum. Professional development for 
general education teachers has become crucial to provide teachers with high-quality training on 
instructional and collaborative skills necessary to educate all students in the general education 
classroom (Blanks, 2013; Waldron & McLeskey, 2010).  
Statement of the Problem 
 Although there is research to support a need for collaboration and continued professional 
development (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013), limited research 
examines general education teachers’ reported responsibilities, current collaborative practices 
with special education teachers, and professional development needs to educate students with 
disabilities in the general education setting. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine general education teachers’ responsibilities and 




needs of general education teachers to further educate students with disabilities in the general 
education setting in select Minnesota schools.  
Research Methodology 
This study design was a quantitative study with a goal of determining general education 
teacher reported responsibilities, collaborative practices and challenges, and professional 
development needs to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. The 
study surveyed practicing general education teachers from two select Minnesota school districts 
who have special education students included in their general education classrooms. 
 The study helped to determine general education teachers identified responsibilities in 
educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom, the current collaborative 
practices with special education teachers, and the professional development needs of general 
education teachers for further educating students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. 
Description of Sample 
The survey was sent to general education teachers working in two central Minnesota 
school districts. Data was collected from elementary, middle school, and high school general 
education teachers. A total of 111 general education teachers responded to the survey. 
Research Questions 
The research questions are intended to determine how teachers identify their 
responsibilities to effectively support students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom, to what extent general education teachers are collaborating with special education 




needs of general education teachers as they continue to work collaboratively to educate students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom.  
1. What are the reported primary responsibilities for educating students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education classroom reported by select general education teachers? 
2. Which collaborative practices are general education teachers reportedly using to 
collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities? 
3. Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report 
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom?  
Conclusions 
The following section compares the study results with the research and provides 
recommendations to the field for future practice as well as future research suggestions. 
Research question one. For the success of students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom, general education teachers need to recognize their primary responsibilities 
to educate all students in their classrooms (Arthaud et al., 2007). To determine the reported 
primary responsibilities of general education teacher, research question one asked:  
What are the reported primary responsibilities for support of students with disabilities in 
the inclusive general education setting reported by select general education teachers? 
Research question one sought to determine the responsibilities general education teachers 
identify to be primarily responsible for to educate students with disabilities in the classroom. The 
study concluded a majority of teachers reported making accommodations (89.19%), making 
modifications (81.98%), and differentiation (72.07%) to be among their primary responsibilities. 




suggest general education teachers are responsible for making modifications, accommodations, 
and differentiating for students. The study’s findings suggest teachers within the study recognize 
a need to individualize instruction and provide content at students’ current academic levels to 
afford students with disabilities access to the curriculum. Making content accessible for students 
through differentiation, modifications, and adaptations benefits all students, not only students 
with disabilities (Allday et al., 2013).  
In this study, the majority of teachers reported meeting with the special education teacher 
to problem solve for students and attending IEP meetings as primary responsibilities. The study 
found a small percentage (25.23%) of teachers identified having an understanding of special 
education due process and legal guidelines and writing or making IEP decisions (13.51%) as 
their primary responsibilities. The findings from the study contradict the literature from Jones 
(2012) and Patterson (2005) who believe general education teachers are responsible for 
understanding the legality of the special education due process. While students with disabilities 
are in the general education setting, general education teachers are responsible for upholding 
proper accommodations and modifications to align with their IEP. General education teachers 
are also stakeholders on the IEP team and should be contributing to the decision making process 
for students’ academic success (Jones, 2012; Patterson, 2005). It is possible the general 
education teachers of this study believe it to be the responsibility of the special education 
teachers to understand the legality of special education, therefore, not considering it to be their 
primary responsibility.  
Research question two. With the growing diversity in today’s classrooms, collaboration 




important for all educators (Leader-Janssen et al., 2012). To determine teachers current 
collaborative practices with special education teachers, research question two asked: 
Which collaborative practices between general and special education teachers for support 
of students with disabilities in the inclusive general education setting are reported by 
select general education teachers? 
To answer research question two, the study sought to determine how general education 
teachers collaborate with special education teachers to educate students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom. The study found the majority of general education teachers 
reported utilizing consulting with special education teachers as needed (97.3%) and attending 
IEP meetings (92%) to collaborate with special education teachers. The findings from the study 
support the literature of Friend (2000) who suggest consultation may be commonly used due to 
the flexibility it affords. Teachers can work to collaborate informally (Friend, 2000) and 
problem-solve for students when their individual schedules allow or when situations arise which 
prompt collaboration.  
A small percentage of teachers reported using co-teaching (9.01%) as a collaboration 
model with special education teachers. Co-teaching models in school systems require large shifts 
in structure and teacher placement. Although co-teaching as a collaborative model to support 
educating students with disabilities is vastly studied and supported within the literature, Friend et 
al. (2010) recognize the major transition within school systems needed to take place for co-
teaching to become more widely utilized. The findings from this study indicate schools may not 
be able to implement co-teaching as models for educating students with disabilities in general 




To better understand the collaboration between general educators and special educators, 
the study sought to examine collaborative challenges reported by general education teachers. 
Ninety-three percent of teachers in the study reported time as a challenge to collaboration. This 
finding is supported by the literature from Carpenter and Dyal (2007), Damore and Murray 
(2009) and Leatherman (2009) who reported time as the greatest hindrance to the success of 
collaboration in schools. Along with time, scheduling conflicts (74.77%) was also reported to be 
a collaborative challenge from the study. Teachers have little control over their daily schedule 
and shared planning, or collaborative time may not be provided (Smith et al., 2004). In the study, 
twenty-one percent of teachers reported having regularly scheduled meetings with special 
education teachers. This finding is indicative of the collaborative challenges, time and scheduling 
conflicts, which were reported by teachers in the study. Research by Evans and Weiss (2014) 
suggest providing teachers time for collaboration has a direct impact on the success of inclusion 
for students with disabilities.   
Research question three. Professional development is an important tool to enhance 
general education teacher skills to educate students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom (Desimone, 2009; Waldron & McLeskey, 2010). To determine the professional 
development experiences teachers have previously had and the professional development 
teachers desire for future learning, research question three asked: 
Which professional development forms and content do general education teachers report  
to have previously had and desire to educate students with disabilities in the general  
education classroom?  
The study sought to examine the forms of professional development teachers have 




have previously had professional development in the form of district in-service and the majority 
of teachers (76.58%) also reported to desire district in-service to enrich their professional 
learning to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. Though this 
study did not seek to determine the effectiveness of different forms of professional development, 
the findings allude to further questions regarding teacher perception of professional development 
compared to research-based effectiveness of professional development. Findings from this study 
are supported by the literature from Jenkins and Yoshimura (2010) who suggest professional 
development in the form of district in-service does not support on-going learning for teachers 
and may not be highly effective to educating students with disabilities.  
According to this research, few teachers of the study reported having previously 
experienced professional development in the forms of on-going support from instructional 
coaches or lead teachers (19.82%), study groups (15.32%), and joint professional development 
with a special education teacher (14.41%). However, numerous teachers reported to desire these 
forms of professional development: on-going support from instructional coaches or lead teachers 
(55.86%), study groups (45.95%), and joint professional development with special education 
teachers (78.38%). Teachers in the study may recognize the need for professional learning and 
value learning with other educators, which could contribute to the desire for these forms of 
professional development. The findings from the study are supported by the literature from 
Waldron and McLeskey (2010) who studied collaborative professional development, supporting 
general educators and special educators learning and building skills together to promote future 
collaboration and understanding about the students they serve. These forms of professional 
development (utilizing instruction coaches, study groups, joint professional development) are 




implications for school leaders to consider when choosing the forms of professional development 
to offer teachers.  
 The number of teachers (63%) who reported previously having professional development 
regarding special education in their pre-service or undergraduate coursework deserves attention. 
Allday et al. (2013) and Jung (2007) suggested general education teachers typically do not have 
pre-service or undergraduate training pertaining to educating students with disabilities. This 
study deviated from the literature, finding that many teachers had previously obtained 
coursework relating to educating students with disabilities before entering the profession. While 
there are still some educators from the study who did not report receiving undergraduate course 
work relating to special education, the data from the study may demonstrate changes made by 
university programs to prepare teachers for the diversifying field specifically the inclusion of 
students with disabilities in the general education setting (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). 
The study also sought to examine the content of professional development general 
education teachers have previously experienced and desire in the future regarding educating 
students with disabilities. The content of professional development is an important consideration 
for districts because it directly impacts student academic progress (Griffin et al., 2017).  The 
findings from the study concluded teachers’ desired professional development on managing 
student behaviors (60.36%), curriculum adaptation (41.44%), assignment and assessment 
modifications (40.54%), collaboration (34.23%). The study data is similar to the Buell et al. 
(1999) study which found several high need areas for professional development including: 
making modifications, curriculum adaptation, assessing student progress, managing student 




study and the Buell et al. (1999) study indicate the continued need for professional development 
and skill building to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
According to the data from this study, majority of teachers reported making 
accommodations (89.19%) and modifications (81.98%) as primary responsibilities. Participants 
from the study also reported a desire for professional development on assignment and assessment 
modifications (41.44%) and curriculum adaptation (41.44%). These results from the study align 
with the literature from Cannon et al. (2012) that general education teachers are responsible for 
making modifications and curricular changes to meet the needs of students. Teachers from the 
present study recognize their responsibility to provide modifications and adaptations. Teachers 
also acknowledge the need for further professional learning to provide the necessary 
modifications and adaptations to instructionally support their students.  
 Looking at the teacher responses on collaboration, the study found thirty-six percent of 
teachers reported to have previously received professional development on collaboration and 
thirty-four percent of teachers reported to desire professional development on collaboration. The 
study findings align with the literature from Rainforth and England (1997) who suggest most 
teachers have not previously had professional development on collaboration. To understand 
collaboration and to implement collaboration effectively takes time and dedication from teachers 
and administration (Friend & Cook, 1992). Teachers may not distinguish collaboration as a skill 
with deliberate processes and actions to problem solve for students (Morgan, 2016; Rainforth & 
England, 1997) or recognize the need for professional development on collaborating with special 
educators. The success of inclusion requires collaboration between general educators and special 




An interesting finding from the study the lack of teachers reportedly having previously 
had or desire for professional development on inclusion. The study findings align with the body 
of research which presents conflicting definitions of inclusion (Waitoller & Artiles, 2013) 
including an academic definition, which refers to the placement of students (Hicks-Monroe, 
2011; Hocutt, 1996; Idol, 2006; Shepherd et al., 2016; Wright, 1999) and a philosophical 
definition (Rea et al., 2002; Shepherd et al., 2016) or idea that inclusion means all students 
belong fully to the school community regardless of their learning needs in a community and all 
educators are responsible for encouraging an inclusion mindset of educating all students. 
Comparing the results of the study and the conflicting definitions which exist in the literature, the 
interpretation of the word inclusion potentially influenced the responses from general education 
teachers regarding professional development on inclusion. 
Another noteworthy finding of the study pertains to professional development on special 
education due process or legal guidelines. Twenty-five percent of teachers reported to have had 
professional development in this area, whereas nine percent of teachers reported wanting 
professional development about special education due process. When the findings of due process 
and legal guideline professional development is compared to the percentage of teachers who 
identified understanding special education due process as one of their primary responsibilities 
(25.23%), few teachers identify understanding the legal process of special education as their 
responsibility. Teacher may not recognize a need to understand the legality of special education 
or consider it to be the responsibility of the special educator. This finding contradicts the 
literature of Jones (2012) and Patterson (2005) who assert the necessity of teachers to understand 
the legal process of special education in order to be an active member of an IEP team, make 





 Several limitations transpired throughout the course of the study. According to Roberts 
(2010) “limitations are usually areas over which you have no control” and may impact the results 
of the study (p. 162). The limitations presented from the study are: 
1. In the weeks prior to the distribution of the survey, schools in Minnesota were closed due 
to a global pandemic. Teachers were tasked with redesigning their curriculum and 
presenting instruction online to students. This potentially impacted teachers’ responses to 
the survey questions due to the shift in practices and the need for multiple reminders from 
school administration.  
2. A school district had previously expressed interest in participating in the study later 
backed out. 
3. There were more elementary teachers from one school district who responded to the 
survey, which impacted the results of the study. 
Recommendations for the Field 
Using the reviewed literature and the data collected from the study, the following 
recommendations are for practitioners to consider: 
1. School leaders should provide professional development for teachers regarding special 
education, specifically special education due process and legal guidelines to educate 
students with disabilities. Special education services are federally mandated and general 
education teachers are responsible for understanding the legality of special education and 
the rights of their students they educate. 
2. Based on the findings from the study, school leaders should create a vision for inclusion 




school’s inclusion vision, schools can create a culture which values inclusion of all 
students.  
3. School administrators should consider providing more time for teachers to collaborate 
and diminish scheduling conflicts as it was a highly reported collaborative challenge 
reported in the study and support the literature on collaboration between general 
education and special education teachers.  
4. Based on the study findings, school leaders should consider utilizing instructional 
coaching staff, study groups, and joint-professional development with special education 
teachers to support teachers in on-going professional development pertaining to special 
education. The use of these forms of professional development provide teachers with 
sustained collaborative forms of learning throughout the year. 
5. School leaders should provide professional development for general education teachers 
on making accommodations, modifications, and curriculum adaptations to educate 
students with disabilities. The study data revealed teachers are responsible for providing 
accommodations, modifications and adaptations within their classroom and reported to 
desire further professional development in these areas.   
Recommendations for Further Research 
The following recommendations for future research are suggested based on the current 
literature and the findings from the study. 
1. The study could be replicated across multiple districts or state-wide to gather data on 




2. A study should be conducted to determine the effectiveness of general education 
teachers’ previous professional development and the impact on students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom.   
3. A case study should be conducted on schools or districts utilization of instructional 
coaches providing on-going professional development to support teachers to educate 
students with disabilities in the general education setting. 
4. Follow-up case studies should be conducted of schools and districts that have been 
implementing co-teaching between general and special educators for extended 
periods of time to determine strategies applied to ensure continued utilization of co-
teaching.  
5. Further research should be conducted to examine successful implementation of 
collaboration between general and special educators and the various strategies 
afforded within schools to encourage teacher collaboration. 
Summary 
 Chapter V discussed the results from the study related to the relevant literature. The 
results of the study were consistent with the relevant research that teachers reported making 
modifications, adaptations, creating an accepting classroom environment, understanding basic 
disability characteristics, and meeting with special education teachers to problem solve for 
students. The study also determined that a majority of the participating general education 
teachers utilize consultation and attending IEP meetings to collaborate with general education 
teachers and identify time and scheduling conflicts to be the most reported hindrances to 
collaboration which coincides with the body of literature regarding collaboration and 




majority of participating general education teachers identifying a desire to participate in joint 
professional development or receive on-going support from instructional coaches. Participating 
teachers also reportedly desire professional development on managing student behaviors, 
assessment and assignment modifications, and curriculum adaptation which aligns with the 
current body of research.    
General education classrooms are going to continue to increase in their diverse nature and 
general education teachers need to be prepared to meet the needs of all students in their 
classrooms. For teachers to be fully prepared to meet those needs, they should have a clear vision 
for their responsibilities, utilize collaborative practices to problem solve with special education 
teachers, and be provided with professional development opportunities for continuous growth. 
The professional development to educate students with disabilities must be intentional, 
collaborative, and on-going to ensure teachers are supported through their learnings and able to 
implement their skills into the classrooms. Creating inclusive schools requires the efforts of all 
personnel, administrators and teachers a like, to benefit not only students with disabilities, but all 
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